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Introduction
The objective behind this study is to gain new insight into the practice of heritage documentation 
as seen through the lens of the Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS) and its sister programs, 
the Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) and Historic American Landscape Survey 
(HALS).  Through that lens, specific focus was placed on how HABS/HAER/HALS has traditionally 
defined heritage documentation discourse through the production and use of measured drawings. 
In particular, this study seeks to identify how a specific type of drawing, the interpretive drawing, 
was incorporated as part of a measured drawing set; how the interpretive drawing was defined, 
used, and created; and how the use of contemporary digital tools could facilitate the production of 
interpretative drawings as analyzed through the production of said interpretive drawings in three 
case studies.
HABS and the other Heritage Documentation Programs (HDP) were chosen because of the influ-
ential methodology for heritage documentation they initiated. This particular methodology, since 
the creation of the first HDP program HABS, supports a rigorous and disciplined nature for how 
documenters engage with the physical structure throughout the recording process. By abiding to 
such an intense documentation routine that promotes hands-on engagement with a historic struc-
ture, a deeper understanding of the historic fabric is achieved and thus is reflected in an accurate set 
of documentation for the HDP archive. In addition to documentation methodology, the Heritage 
Documentation Programs advocate for professional and public edification, manifold heritage 
awareness, the preservation of America’s built heritage, and for the promotion of scholarly research 
in the heritage field. The substantial HDP archive produced from such virtuous tenets has grown 
into one of the most widely used and respected collections in the Library of Congress today. 
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The focus of this thesis on measured drawings was born out of my own interest as an architectural 
designer in how drawings communicate ideas about space, form and experience. The interpretive 
drawing, or a drawing type that successfully correlates unique pieces of information together in 
a scholarly, curated manner, is just as much about the final product as it is about its process of 
creation. Acknowledging this duality positioned me to explore different tools and mechanisms that 
would both facilitate the process of interpreting and encourage sophisticated, accessible methods of 
production.
The significance of the study is that it explores an approach to heritage documentation through 
measured drawing that attempts to balance the use of available resources for documentation pro-
duction in the digital era without compromising significant and essential themes of historic docu-
mentation. The three case studies allowed me to investigate a different approach to interpretation 
of data due to their unique qualities and thus, a different application of digital tools is used for each 
one. The results and conclusions of the written investigation and of the case studies are to add to the 




Documentation in the context of historic preservation typically refers to a record, or proof, of exis-
tence. The spectrum of data that is recorded varies depending on the intention of the documenter 
and scope of project, but in all cases it is an identifier of an existing situation or set of conditions. 
The document, therefore, holds an immensely important place in our understanding of heritage: it 
is the tangible proof with which to legitimize cause, action, and interpretation. The document may 
also serve as the only existing indication of an event or physical object, in which case its impor-
tance becomes elevated further as the only representative of the recorded data. It may also serve as 
a record of practice pertaining to a specific period in history, where the act or technique of docu-
mentation becomes equally as important as the content the document displays. Given the diverse 
usefulness and applications of the document, then, its existence in any effort of preservation of the 
built environment should be the absolute minimum requirement, should nothing else be done.  
Typically, the historic built environment is recorded through photographs, drawings, and written 
reports. Each of these three recording methods has its advantages, but fundamentally there exists 
a divide between how graphic and written documents communicate information. As John Burns, 
the editor/author of Recording Historic Structures states, a “fundamental principle of architectur-
al, engineering, and landscape documentation is that words alone cannot adequately record and 
explain historic structures,” understanding that the two must work in tandem for comprehensive 
recording.1 A measured drawing may quickly, and accurately, convey the physical relationship of 
building components and their construction better than a written sequence of descriptors, while 
a researched historic report would be the more suitable choice for contextualizing disparate and 
intangible events in a given project’s timeline. When documentation is done correctly, its usefulness 
has multiple audiences and applications.
Academic study is perhaps the most versatile of applications for heritage documentation. The 
analysis of a given structure through its plans, sections and elevations may give insight into cultural 
preferences of a particular region or era. Spatial organization directly ties into either the function-
ality of the structure or the intention of the designer; either way, through studying the tectonic 
relationships in existing structures these intentions are revealed.2 The subjects of study too can 
persuade public recognition of previously overlooked sites, for instance in the study of the vernacu-
lar. An informed academic investigation into a set of documents can expand beyond pure academia 
and influence how an intervention (a modification or removal of physical fabric) should or should 
not occur in a historic context. Conversely, the intention of a planned intervention may determine 
the specific type of documentation to be undertaken before doing so.3 Documentation of an exist-
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ing structure can also serve as insurance for any future alterations or damages to the structure. The 
document acts as the back-up record and source for period reconstruction should the need arise.  It 
can also be the official record of existing conditions before a dramatic rehabilitation is carried out, 
or, in a less desirable way, act as the final record of a structure before it is demolished. 
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1.2 Contemporary Context of Heritage Documentation Programs:
The National Park Service through its Heritage Documentation Programs (HDP) administers one 
of the largest archives of architectural documentation in the world and the largest in the Unit-
ed States. The Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS), the Historic American Engineering 
Record (HAER), and the Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) together have document-
ed nearly 40,000 sites across the nation, “encompassing over 60,000 measured drawings, 250,000 
large-format photographs, and untold pages of history.”1 The special collection, housed in the 
Library of Congress Prints and Photographs Division, covers a vast array of project types through 
each program and is characterized by its standardized material and clarity of presentation. Easy 
accessibility to the collection is made possible through the Prints and Photographs Online Catalog, 
where the measured drawings, photographs, written reports and supplementary materials of most 
projects have been digitized and are generally copyright free. 
The original and oldest of the Heritage documentation Programs is the Historic American Build-
ings Survey. Established in 1933 as a relief program under the Civil Works Administration, HABS 
sought to create work for unemployed architects through the creation of an archive that focused 
heavily on measured drawings. From the initial memorandum proposal by Charles E. Peterson, 
an architect part of the National Park Service, the scope of the archive was to include a complete 
“resume of the builder’s art,” ranging from the monumental to the vernacular.2 Included in the 
vision of the program was an acute attention to detail and standardization of the material produced, 
a critical foresight on Peterson’s part, for that attention to legibility would evolve as the basis for 
the archive’s integrity in the years following. In 1934 a tripartite agreement between the National 
Park Service, the American Institute of Architects, and the Library of Congress was formed, and 
the following year the Historic Sites and Buildings Act of 1935 was passed, legitimizing HABS and 
providing the basis for making the program a permanent part of the Park Service.3 
In 1969, the Historic American Engineering Record was established as a companion program to 
HABS. HAER was intended to focus specifically on industrial heritage and documenting the nuanc-
es of industrial processes, which was spurred by the rapidly disappearing industrial landscapes of 
the mid-20th century. The recording of industrial heritage constituted a need for a slightly different 
documentation methodology than HABS, however; describing projects in the state they existed in 
at the time of documentation (as was the process of HABS) often did not cover the complexity of 
factories or mills, and so a different, multi-disciplinary approach was taken in the type of materials 
submitted for HAER.4 
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Both the HABS and HAER programs have undertaken surveys where historic landscapes were 
critical to the site or industrial process. Typically these were in the form of site plans with landscape 
elements noted in relationship to buildings, or, in the case of HAER, drawings which focused on 
the relationship between the industrial process and the natural resources of the site in which the 
project occupied or used as part of its process. Extensive surveying of the plant life associated with 
the landscape or any botanical analysis was not typically addressed in either HABS/HAER surveys 
unless a landscape architect with specialized knowledge was part of the recording teams. It was not 
until 2000 when the Historic American Landscape Survey (HALS) was established that historic 
gardens, estates, urban streetscapes, and cultural landscapes received the same sort of awareness 
and appropriate attention to the documentation needs of their subjects that HABS and HAER had 
enjoyed. HALS was officially made a permanent federal program in 2010 and employs the same 
material types of documentation (measured drawings, photographs, and written reports) that its 
predecessors require.
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The primary goal of the contemporary HABS, HAER, and HALS programs is to, in the words of 
the current HABS Chief Catherine Lavoie, “provide a record for future generations.”1 This goal can 
be expanded upon through four generally acknowledged initiatives, as stated succinctly in a 2012 
webinar “HABS/HAER/HALS Webinar: In Pursuit of the Complete Resume of the Builder’s Art,” 
available on the National Park Services’ website: 2
1) Create an archive of America’s architectural, engineering, and landscape heritage; 
provide a clearinghouse for documentation to the Library of Congress;
2) Create standard-setting documentation and guidelines for recording;
3) Field test new recording methods and technologies;
4) Educate the next generation of recorders and preservationists
The importance of an archive for preserving architectural heritage cannot be emphasized enough in 
the case of HABS, HAER and HALS. Preservation through documentation creates a physical legacy 
for future examination of culture as communicated by the built environment. The success of this 
legacy, however, hinges upon the reliability and clarity of the documents within the archive, which 
are determined by universally understood standards of conducting the documentation process and 
its consequent outputs.3 Creating standard-setting documentation and guidelines for recording, 
then, positions Heritage Documentation Programs as a powerful player in the conversation of con-
temporary preservation practice.
Since the archive of HABS, HAER and HALS material includes different types of materials, namely 
measured drawings, photographs, written historical reports, and field notes, a disciplined approach 
to standardization was critical to the coherency of the collection early on. The need for specifica-
tions of “uniform and reliable sheets [of drawings]” was written into the 1933 HABS proposal by 
Peterson, and is further indicated in the first published procedural guidebook, “Specifications for 
the Measurement and Recording of Historic American Buildings and Structural Remains.” An 
excerpt from the Specifications on recorded drawings states:
1.3 Contextual placement of HDP in contemporary preservation practice
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The quality of paper, dimensions, and arrangement of these sheets have been determined 
by the National Advisory Committee with particular reference to the permanency of the 
record, convenience of filing the drawings in the Library of Congress, and the necessity of 
making them available for consultation by students, and for reproduction.4
The specifications continue to describe how the character of the drawings should be “complete, 
clear, accurate, and in sufficient detail to serve as a basis for the reconstruction of the building if 
it be destroyed,” and that “uniformity in methods of presentation enhances the value of Survey 
drawings.”5 The significance of these first specifications and subsequent procedural publications by 
HABS and the HDP is that they were and are the requisite guidelines for which documentation is 
accepted into the archives. The evolution of these procedural publications reflected the changing 
standards of production, such as in the codification of graphic techniques or widely produced mate-
rial types of paper after World War II, or more dramatically in the 1980s with the introduction of 
Computer Aided Design and Drafting and the resulting effects it had on drawing production.6 A 
seminal publication, Recording Historic Structures, first published in 1970 by HABS and authored by 
Harley J. McKee, summarized the early individual publications prior to the book as an instructional 
booklet for students and others interested in heritage documentation. Recording Historic Structures 
has since then been published as a first edition in 1989 and a second recent edition in 2003, updat-
ing to reflect changes in technique and principles. 
The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation, estab-
lished in 1983 as a guideline specifically for mediating mitigation documentation, solidified HABS 
documentation methodology as the criterion for how documentation should be executed and pro-
duced (in this case, with particular implications of how federal enterprises impacting historic fabric 
should be documented).7 Documenting to the Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Architectural 
and Engineering Documentation archival standards ensures that each record meets accepted defi-
nitions of content, quality, materials, and presentation. The content “shall adequately explicate and 
illustrate what is significant or valuable about the historic building, site, structure, object or land-
scape being documented,” and “be prepared accurately from reliable sources with limitations clearly 
stated to permit independent verification of the information,” concluding that the verification be in 
the form of field notes.8 The materials of documentation must also be reproducible and standard in 
size, with the content clearly and concisely produced in presentation.9 By utilizing standardization 
in documentation, the records become part of a universal language that can transcend professions 
and user groups to make the data as accessible as possible.
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By adopting the established methodology employed by HABS documentation procedures, the Stan-
dards and Guidelines endorse a careful and particular practice of examining heritage sites. Field 
measuring and recording via field sketchbook teaches about the explicit physicality of an architec-
tural, engineering or landscape site. The idea that one must be in the presence of the artifact under 
scrutiny ensures that the recorder has the personal experience in and around the structure. Field 
measuring and sketching also demands that the recorder be diligent about what data they record 
and how that data bests represents the defining characteristics of the site in question. In the words 
of David Woodcock, an architect and long-time educator of heritage documentation practice, field 
measurement gives the recorder “the ability to analyze and interpret evidence presented by the 
subject buildings, recognizing anomalies in design and details that provide evidence of later and 
earlier work.”10 The recorder is not just a draftsman, photographer, or historian, but rather a detec-
tive deducing and reasoning during field research, providing a curated piece of documentation that 
enhances the value and application of the survey within the archive. The HDP methodology then 
filters into the discourse of heritage documentation given its prominence as an archive and steward 
of practice.
Testing field documentation techniques and technologies is essential to the effective practice of 
data gathering and recording. The rapid technological development in the 20th century provided a 
cornucopia of new techniques for data acquisition, but not every new evolution resulted in efficient 
or practical use in heritage documentation. The primary and perhaps most rudimentary technique 
that the HDP champions is field measuring and field notes sketched in notebooks.11 Field note-
books are considered the primary source of information that justifies the accompanying measured 
drawings, and they also aid in the analysis undertaken in the written historical report. Drawing 
in field notebooks additionally encourages the recorder to understand proportional and organi-
zational relationships found within a given detail or spatial configuration; the act of repeating this 
sketching exercise reinforces the knowledge gained through continued practice. 
1.3 
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APPENDIX B: FIELD NOTES
Figure 1.1: Example of a field sketch. Historic American Buildings Survey. “HABS Guide to Field Documentation,” May 16, 2011. 
http://www.nps.gov/history/hdp/standards/HABSGuideFieldDoc.pdf.
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Photography too is an integral part of heritage documentation, either as a stand-alone record or as 
a supplementary one. HABS, HAER, and HALS use large-format black and white photography as 
part of their survey records. These photographs may be the only graphic piece of documentation 
included in a survey or as a companion to the measured drawing set. The particulars of stand-alone 
photography procedure and archival stability as defined by the HDP are not the focus of this thesis, 
so instead the use of photography in the aid of drawing production will be discussed. Fairly early in 
the HABS history, photogrammetry, or the use of photographs to obtain measurements, was used 
to capture data from a site. The key to photogrammetry is to record some dimensional information 
in the field of view of the photograph, where that dimensional information, the camera position 
and distance from the subject, and particular optics of the camera are noted as the survey control.12 
Stereophotogrammetry is the most accurate and widely used type of photogrammetry, as stated in 
Recording Historic Structures. Paired photographs, or stereopairs, are produced at successive cam-
era positions, normally on the axes-parallel to the subject. “Stereographs are placed in a plotting 
instrument to produce an optical model that is scalable in three dimensions,” however it is a highly 
specialized technique and a costly endeavor as specialized cameras and equipment is needed.13 
HABS took advantage of photogrammetry, however, in the mid-1950s, and the technology enabled 
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Figure 1.2: Example drawing using pho-
togrammetry. Lamsam, Julsing J. “Plan Showing Location of Camera Stations - Pueblo of Tesuque, Central Portion, Tesuque River 
Vicinity, Tesuque, Santa Fe County, NM. HABS NM,25-TESUP,1- (sheet 3 of 9).,” 1972. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/nm0100.
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the documentation of previously unattainable projects such as Independence Hall in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania, and the George Washington and Abraham Lincoln Memorials in Washington, D.C. 
An advantage of photogrammetry is its ability to record measurements that are too large, irregular, 
inaccessible, or dangerous to measure by hand.14 Reverse perspective analysis, or analytical photo-
grammetry, can be used to produce drawings of structures using existing photographs, if some di-
mensional information is known in the photographs and the placement and distance of the existing 
photograph from its subject. This type of photogrammetry has been especially useful in preparing 
drawings for structures that have been damaged or ruined, and can aid in the reconstruction of 
those structures in drawn form.15 With the advent of digital photography, details of a site can be 
quickly captured and documentation objectives established. CAD drawings can be produced from 
digital photography and written reports can be supplemented with them. While digital photography 
is not considered archival, its use in the creation of the final archival record has become increasing-
ly relied upon in recent years. 
The methodology employed by HABS/HAER/HALS programs encourages a particular, first-hand 
approach and analysis of heritage subjects. As an extremely visible and influential program, its 
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2.1 HABS Early History: 130s
The history of HABS is as much a history of how the United States has recognized its relationship to 
heritage as it is a history of drawing evolution during the last century. Drawings of the early Survey 
directly correspond to the drawing methods espoused by the Ecole des Beaux Arts, while later sur-
veys of the mid-century reflect the changes in the profession due to the clean aesthetic of modern-
ism, the standardization of graphic standards, and of the evolving methods of physical production. 
HABS drawing sets are artifacts of the era in which they were produced, expressing the intentions, 
sometimes directly or indirectly, of the delineator, the survey project manager, the chief of the pro-
gram, and of the mood of the era. The following HABS history has been recorded in depth through 
multiple sources, so for the purposes of this thesis the history will be streamlined and divided into 
three parts: 1) HABS Early History, 1930s, 2) Mid-century HABS, and 3) HABS 1980s to Present.
In one of his many written accounts of the beginning formation of HABS, Charles E. Peterson states 
in one version he wrote in 1983: “It seems worth remembering that HABS was a program designed 
by architects for architects.”1 And so it is worth remembering, given the catalyst for the program’s 
genesis developed from the need to find work relief for unemployed architects during the Great 
Depression. Over one weekend in November 1933, Peterson wrote the proposal for the Historic 
American Buildings Survey, and within the following two weeks, the Civil Works Administration 
set aside roughly half a million dollars for the program to hire 1200 people, 1100 of them being 
architects.2 The program was not only to employ architects, but also to also establish an archive of 
American built heritage through drawn documentation. The need for recording historic structures 
during that time can best be described in Peterson’s own words from his proposal:
The plan I propose is to enlist a qualified group of architects and draftsmen to study, 
measure and draw up the plans, elevations and details of the important antique buildings 
of the United States. Our architectural heritage of buildings from the last four centuries 
diminishes daily at an alarming rate. The ravages of fire and the natural elements together 
with the demolition and alterations caused by real estate “improvements” form an inexora-
ble tide of destruction destined to wipe out the great majority of the buildings which knew 
the beginning and first flourish of the nation. The comparatively few structures which 
can be saved by extra-ordinary effort and presented as exhibition houses and museums or 
altered and used for residences or minor commercial uses comprise only a minor percent-
age of the interesting and important architectural specimens which remain from the old 
days. It is the responsibility of the American people that if the great number of our antique 
buildings must disappear through economic causes, they should not pass into unrecorded 
oblivion.3  
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HABS was formed during a period dominated by Academic Eclecticism, aligning itself with the 
movement that was then thought to be the best expression of national character, which was the 
Colonial Revival movement. Interest in the preservation of artifacts, history and buildings began 
to take hold of the country, particularly since it was perceived that this Colonial fabric was rapidly 
disappearing due to expansion of industry and development.4 Organizations such as the Associa-
tion for the Preservation of Virginia Antiquities, the society for the Preservation of New England 
Antiquities, and Colonial Williamsburg encouraged interpretation of American history and heri-
tage, while New York’s Architects Emergency Committee produced drawings for publications such 
as Great Georgian Houses of America (1933).5 Unlike these more regional approaches, HABS was 
the first attempt to document at the national level, made possible through President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt’s “New Deal” Administration.
 
Another ambition of the program was to represent American heritage on a national level, as well 
as to represent more than traditionally “significant” heritage, such as structures associated with fa-
mous patrons, but to include the vernacular. “The list of building types should be almost a complete 
resume of the builders’ art. It should include public buildings, churches, residences, bridges, forts, 
barns, mills, shops, rural outbuildings, and any other kind of structure of which there are good 
specimens extant.”6 Peterson also emphasized that buildings should be selected for HABS docu-
mentation based on academic interest, not necessarily on commercial interest in historic models 
for new buildings, which had driven previous studies of historic American architecture during the 
Colonial Revival. The structure of the HABS program consisted of four parts: 
1) A master list, or archive, of American buildings, significant for their historic or archi-
tectural value, available through the Library of Congress.
2) A collection of measured drawings on standard and uniform sheets, with the field 
notebooks as part of the collection.
3) A collection of large-format photographs, available through the Library of Congress.
4) A collection of historical notes, or writings, submitted with the graphic material.
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The primary material of the archive was the measured drawings, with the written notes as supple-
mentary material, collected along the way by the architects throughout their field research. The 
inclusion of photographs had the dual nature of aiding the archive with additional graphic docu-
ments but also to employ unemployed photographers during the depression.  The suggestion, and 
then combination, of these four parts also demonstrated a specific methodology behind how to 
document a structure, emphasizing the physical and graphic qualities of a site before the written.
The character of the early HABS drawings generally consists of a compact page, full of intricate 
drawings of floor plans, sections, elevations, ornamental details, dimensions, and copious amounts 
of explanatory notes. This graphic quality had two major influences that preceded and informed 
the early HABS program, which were 18th and 19th century American and English pattern books, 
and the tradition of the Ecole des Beaux Arts. Pattern books, or builder’s guides, such as Asher 
Benjamin’s Country Builder’s Assistant (1797), presented stylistic details and plans of structures in a 
particular fashion (such as classical or colonial), and were disseminated between building trades-
man, drastically impacting the way 
drawings were represented. The effects 
of the Ecole des Beaux Arts, or the 
French National School for the Arts, 
greatly permeated throughout the ar-
chitecture profession of the early 20th 
century, influencing both methodolo-
gy and output. The school emphasized 
training through drawing, particularly 
through drawing historic precedents 
in detail so as to educate the student 
by making them personally familiar 
with proportion and dimensions of the 
intricate details they drew. The style of 
drawing also emphasized the orna-
mental, weaving together complex 
sheets of plans, elevations, and details 
with ornamental text and decorative 
elements. During the early HABS era, there was little difference between working drawings of new 
buildings and the drawings produced for the survey, given the amount of intense detail included on 
the sheets, as can be seen in publications of the time from Architectural Forum and submissions to 
the influential White Pine Series of Architectural Monographs (1914-1940). 
Figure 2.1: Blew Jr., Joseph Miller. “Livezey House, Livezey Lane & Wissahickon 
Creek, Philadelphia, Philadelphia County, PA. HABS PA,51-GERM,91 (sheet 1 
of 12).,” 1935. 
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Figure 2.2: Fernbach, Richard Berthold. “Livezey House, Livezey 
Lane & Wissahickon Creek, Philadelphia, Philadelphia County, PA. 
HABS PA,51-GERM,91- (sheet 12 of 12).,” 1935. 
Figure 2.4: Sumner, G.A. “Samuel Des Marest House, River Road, 
New Milford, Bergen County, NJ. HABS NJ,2-NEMIL,2- (sheet 15 of 
27).,” 1934. 
Figure 2.3: Chase, Volney, and John W. Stenhouse. “Lyles House, Liv-
ingston Road, Fort Washington, Prince George’s County, MD. HABS 
MD,17-BROCK,2- (sheet 1 of 5).,” 1934. 
Figure 2.5: Tabor, Jr., Clarence H. “Samuel Des Marest House, River 
Road, New Milford, Bergen County, NJ. HABS NJ,2-NEMIL,2- (sheet 
2 of 27).,” 1934. 
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The drawings of 1930s HABS proved ideal for describing small buildings in detail, showing the 
small variations which differentiated one period from the next and one region from another. The 
pre-1860 structures being recorded were mostly uniform in size and construction, easily fitting on 
the 60” x 80” horizontal sheets at ¼” = 1’0” scale. The style of the Beaux Arts tradition of draw-
ing allowed for the variation in construction to emerge through its vigorous dimensioning and 
noting of details, but beyond being the prevailing style within the profession and an indicator of 
the delineator’s skill, there was no larger purpose for fashioning a drawing in this particular way.7  
The draftsmen were architects who intimately understood the structures they were describing and 
enjoyed a sort of freedom in representation that allowed them to indicate what features were most 
important of a project. This freedom can be seen in some of the early drawings, where the use of 
conjecture was incorporated into the drawing set.
HABS recording teams were given a limited set of instructions which primarily focused on basic 
procedure for production, discouraging conjecture and emphasizing drawing “as-is” structures.8 Of-
ten, however, these instructions were disregarded, and a number of sheets were created based off of 
old photographs, oral histories, or because the draftsman were so acquainted with the construction 
techniques that they felt their conjectural drawings were plausible, even if they may not be accu-
rate.9 This idea, that draftsman were using drawings as a tool for interpretation as well as for graphic 





During World War II HABS was inoperative and remained so only to be officially reinstated in 1957 
in congruence with the start of the National Park Service Mission 66 Program in 1956. Projects 
within the National Park Service still operated and drawings were done to HABS specifications, but 
during the war years and early postwar years, the program mostly relied on donations from private 
sources, preservation groups, and universities. The desire to “complete the survey” still burned 
during the postwar period. Mission 66 was a 10-year program designed to reinvigorate and upgrade 
National Park facilities in time for the 50th anniversary in 1966. HABS was a crucial planning tool 
for the reborn Mission 66 National Park Service and funding provided by Mission 66 HABS could 
expand its geographic survey conditions beyond the limitations of the 1930s and also record proj-
ects younger than the original 1860s cut-off date.1
The 1950s saw a significant shift in the drawings compared with the 1930s surveys. A handful 
of factors aided in this shift. One was the standardization and codification of graphic standards, 
and the introduction of mechanical lettering. The first appearance of Harley J. McKee’s Recording 
Historic Structures helped to standardize more completely the production of HABS drawings sub-
mitted. Students replaced professional architects as primary draftsman, but they too also reflected 
the severe change in architectural academic pedagogy, showcasing the shift to Modernism and its 
approach to recording. This style favored the un-cluttered, single view “salon” drawing that centered 
its image on a clean, white background. These types of drawings were not any less meticulous or 
accurate, but they restricted the types of detail, dimensions and notes expressed on a sheet. They 
were, in effect, more illustrative and “publication-ready,” indicating that these drawings served more 
purpose than typical architectural and historical needs.2 Historians, regularly employed on HABS 
survey teams in this period, too reflected an interest in the modernist agenda, focusing less on the 
anonymous craftsman but instead on the “great architects” such as H.H. Richardson, Louis Sullivan, 
Frank Lloyd Wright, and the like. There was also a disconnect in how the historian and the drafts-
man managed their workflow, where in some surveys the drawings had to be completed before the 
historic research was finished, to the occasional surprise that sufficient original drawings existed or 
that the structure was not as significant as previously thought.3 
Production methods in how the drawings were produced and how data was gathered also evolved 
during mid-century HABS. The requirement for all archival drawings dictated that they be made 
with ink on bond paper. This method was timely and unforgiving, so the use of DuPonts “Crona-
flex” was introduced to help mitigate the problem. A photographic negative was produced of a 
pencil drawing on bond paper; this negative was then contact-printed in a vacuum frame onto a 
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sensitized, polyester plastic sheet to make the master positive, which had the appearance of an ink 
drawing.4 Reproductions would be made from the negative, without handling the original pencil 
drawing. The Cronaflex method became standard in the early 60s until ink-on-mylar replaced it as 
procedure in the later half of the decade. HABS experimented with different archival plastic papers 
and bond paper for the historical report to be written on in this period as well.5 Photogrammetry 
was also introduced in this period, enabling the 
capturing of large-scale projects such as Inde-
pendence Hall, but also provided an effective 
method for quickly documenting a project 
destined for demolition. The stereo photographs 
could be stored for years and drawings made 
from them at any time, insuring the measured 
data could be captured even if the resources for 
translating that information at the time did not 
exist. Aerial photographs in conjunction with 
photogrammetry was also were utilized, such as 
in the recording of Native American pueblos in 
the southwest. 
The Beaux Arts style of the early HABS draw-
ings were ever more distant from architectural 
practice in the 1960s. Instead of drawing details 
of classical column capitals or cornice ornamen-
tation, students were drafting spandrel panels 
and curtain wall details. The need, then, for a 
more rigorous standardization process ensued 
and the drawings of HABS from the 60s and 
70s indicated as such with a clear and uniform treatment. Where the drawings of the 1930s leaned 
towards a compositionally pleasing sheet with elaborate detail, the 60s and 70s drawings leaned 
toward an emphasis on the meticulous.6 However a craft of sorts developed in the 70s working 
within the limits of the clean, clutter-free salon drawing. Fine-line drawings became the artistic 
endeavor, with draftsman finessing over the delicateness of lines, even so far as to dilute the ink on 
final drawings to create a depth of interest. The consequences of this unique labor were that it did 
not reproduce clearly and was so dropped.7 The format of the sheets, too, had to evolve, given that 
the limitations of its smaller original sizes were not suitable for documenting the scope of larger 
structures. 
Figure 2.6: Bookaman, Varathorn. “Elevations and Sections - 
Pueblo of Nambe, State Road 4 Vicinity, Nambe Pueblo, Santa Fe 




Figure 2.7: Benson, Perry. “Joseph Conrad Farm, Barn, State Route 183 & Bright School Road (Penn Township), Mount Pleasant, Berks 
County, PA. HABS PA,6-MTPLES.V,6B- (sheet 4 of 5).,” 1976. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/pa0133.sheet.00004a/resource/.
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Figure 2.8: Roth, Pete, and Bill Blodgett. “Colonel William W. Browning House, Farm Roads 1155 & 1371, Chappell Hill, Washington 
County, TX. HABS TEX,239-CHAP,2- (sheet 4 of 10).,” 1979. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/tx0229.sheet.00004a/resource/.
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2.3 HABS: 10s to Present
As HABS entered the 1980s, the types of drawings produced began to encompass a blended, com-
prehensive approach to style and production methods were used that reflected technological devel-
opment of the time. These drawings did not necessarily identify with any specific stylistic move-
ment, but they did remain highly illustrative and “clean” for publication. A return to the detailing 
and notating of the early HABS drawings was encouraged, as the introduction of Computer Aided 
Design (CAD) allowed for more extensive data management; the aesthetic of the output drawings, 
however, had both intended and unintended priorities.1 Besides the introduction of CADD, other 
technological advances aided in the collection of data and production of drawings: digital photo-
grammetry, three-dimensional laser scanning, and digital photography. 
Two important program developments also occurred in the early 80s, when HABS celebrated its 
50th anniversary in 1983. That year, both the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Architectural 
and Engineering Documentation and the Charles E. Peterson Prize were introduced. The Standards 
were in direct response to how government agencies should handle state and local documentation 
projects related to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966’s Section 106 and 110 mitigation 
requirements. They were to be used in tandem with the individual Guidelines supplied by both 
HABS and HAER. The Charles E. Peterson Prize, a student competition awarding the greatest set of 
drawings done to HABS specifications, encouraged documentation participation at the university 
level.2 
The first in-house use of CAD was implemented for the recording of the Lincoln, Washington 
and Jefferson memorials in 1991. The process was refined through trial and error, as the conver-
sation between hand measuring and digital precision drawing was ironed out. CAD allowed for 
intense precision, up to 1/64th of an inch, whereas hand drafting had a greater margin of error; 
however, drawing in CAD software at full scale created a shift of focus on minute detail that did 
not necessarily exist in scaled hand drawings. Drawing at full scale, though, gave a single base file 
a vast amount of information that could be curated and edited when framed on the final plot. The 
digital files could also be continuously edited and updated by more than one person, allowing for a 
completely different type of workflow between teams. Layers of information imbedded in the files 
could be turned on and off, further giving the draftsman agency in how and what information they 
portrayed in the final drawings. Larger size buildings, such as the three Memorials, necessitated the 
plots be printed on size-E sheets (34” x 44”) which CAD software could easily produce. CAD soft-
ware was used in conjunction with newly developed digital photogrammetry software to capture 
hard-to-access details in the Memorials. Photographs of the monuments were mounted on a digi-
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tizing tablet, four coordinates were 
inputted, and the image traced by 
digital mouse is then corrected for 
perspective within the software.3
In recent years, the use of digital 
photography and 3D laser scan-
ning has escalated and become 
regularly used in the documenta-
tion process. 3D scanning, where a 
device records three-dimensional 
coordinates as “point clouds” of 
data through the use of a laser, is 
appropriate for large and sculp-
tural objects. The point cloud data 
generated by the scanning device is 
then processed digitally by creating 
surfaces between the coordinates 
of the points. In 2001, HABS em-
barked on a huge documentation 
survey for the Statue of Liberty 
in which 3D laser scanning was 
used.4 Digital photography too 
has become extremely valuable in the recording process within the past decade. CAD drawing files 
can be created by incorporating digital photography as a base that a drawing can then be created 
from. This is commonly done with smaller details of a structure that can be photographed straight 
on, with little perspective distortion, and then be scaled correctly in CAD software. While digital 
photography is not considered archival, digital photographs help to streamline the drawing process, 
can help in the initial stages of survey planning, and even be used for presentations. 
Figure 2.9: Arzola, Robert R., Amy L. Darling, Ellyn P. Goldkind, Lynne E. Holler, 
Dana L. Lockett, Mark Schara, and Jose Raul Vazquez. “Jefferson Memorial, East 
Potomac Park, Washington, District of Columbia, DC. HABS DC,WASH,453- (sheet 
22 of 25).,” 1994. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/dc0473.sheet.00022a/resource/.
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The digitizing of HABS/HAER/HALS surveys starting in 1999 for the Library of Congress’s online 
catalogue revolutionized public access to the archive.  The original drawings were scanned at 400 
dots per inch (dpi) and the photographic negatives at 500 to 1,000 dpi; these high-resolution images 
are made available through the Library of Congress’s Prints and Photographs Online Catalogue as 
uncompressed TIFF files for users to see and download.5  Online access to the HABS/HAER/HALS 
collections enabled anyone with internet access the ability to consume the collection, expanding 
the audience for the collection beyond specialist interest to universally anyone, with K-12 groups in 
particular having taken advantage of the online collection.6 
Figure 2.10: Homeyer, Shelley M., Dana L. Lockett, Mellonee Rheams, Mark Schara, and Jose Raul Vazquez. “Lincoln Memorial, West 




Figure 2.11: Arzola, Robert R., “Interior West Elevation - Washington Monument, High Ground West of Fifteenth Street, Northwest, 




1  Peterson, “The Historic American Buildings Survey: Its Beginnings,” 9.
2  Peterson, “Our National Archives of Historic Architecture,” 13.
3  Charles E. Peterson, “The Historic American Buildings Survey Continued,” Journal of the Society of   
 Architectural Historians 16, no. 3 (October 1, 1957): 30, doi:10.2307/987772.
4  Catherine Lavoie, “Laying the Groundwork, Prologue to the Establishment of HABS,” in American   
 Place: The Historic American Buildings Survey at Seventy-Five Years. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of  
 the Interior, National Park Service, 2008), 1, http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/006815980.
5  Architects’ Emergency Committee, Great Georgian Houses of America. Published for the Benefit of   
 the Architects’ Emergency Committee (New York: Dover Publications, 1970).
6  Peterson, “The Historic American Buildings Survey Continued,” 30.
7  Tanya Wattenburg Komas, “Historic Building Documentation in the United States, 1933-2000: The   
 Historic American Buildings Survey, A Case Study” (Doctoral dissertation, Texas A&M University,   
 2003), 141, http://hdl.handle.net/1969.1/2295.
8  There is one paragraph in the 1935 Guidelines that addresses conjecture: “No conjectural res  
 torations will be shown in place of existing conditions. Definite facts regarding the original condi  
 tion of a remodeled building derived from photographs, old drawings, the memory of    
 eye-witnesses or other apparently dependable sources, may be shown as supplemental drawings.   
 The source of such information will be briefly noted on the sheet.” Historic American Buildings   
 Survey, The Specifications for the Measurement and Recording of Historic     
 American Buildings and Structural Remains, 18.
9  Bruegmann, “Historic America,” 216.
10  Lisa Davidson, “Assembling a New Foundation: Revitalization of HABS during NPS Mission 66,” in   
 American Place: The Historic American Buildings Survey at Seventy-Five Years. (Washington, D.C.:   
 U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, 2008), 34, http://catalog.hathitrust.org/   
 Record/006815980.
11  Komas, “Historic Building Documentation in the United States, 1933-2000: The Historic American   
 Buildings Survey, A Case Study,” 145.
12  Bruegmann, “Historic America,” 219.
13  Serra Akboy, “The HABS Culture of Documentation with an Analysis of Drawing and Technol  
 ogy” (Doctoral dissertation, Texas A&M University, 2011), 107, http://hdl.handle.net/1969.1/  
 ETD-TAMU-2011-12-10631.
14  Historic American Buildings Survey., Documenting a legacy;40 Years of the Historic American Build  




15  Bruegmann, “Historic America,” 217.
16  Ibid.
17  Komas, “Historic Building Documentation in the United States, 1933-2000: The Historic American   
 Buildings Survey, A Case Study,” 147.
18  Catherine Lavoie and Mark Schara, “Reinforcing Our Structure, Enchanced Standards, Meth  
 odologies, and Outreach,” in American Place: The Historic American Buildings Survey at    
 Seventy-Five Years. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Dept. of the Interior, National     
 Park Service, 2008), 65, http://catalog. hathitrust.org/Record/006815980.
19  Mark Schara, “Recording Monuments,” in Recording Historic Structures, 2nd Ed. (Hoboken, N.J:   
 John Wiley & Sons, 2004), 227.
20  Ibid., 240.
21  http://www.loc.gov/pictures/collection/hh/
22  Burns, Recording Historic Structures, 25.

Chapter 3: Standards, Quality & Program Comparisons
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3.1 Levels of Significance
The rigorous and high standard of recording is one of the main contributing  to make the HABS, 
HAER and HALS program so compelling. The Secretary of Interior Guidelines for Architectural and 
Engineering Documentation, together with each program’s periodically updated and circulated pro-
cedural guidelines, ensures the integrity of the items accepted into the Library of Congress comply 
with a professionally accepted and researched level. Conforming to these standards enables a uni-
versally acknowledged language of legibility and explanation, promoting the program’s goal of na-
tional and global accessibility to its archive. Beyond the products produced (drawings, photographs, 
written reports) however, the standards and guidelines are pedagogic in nature, stressing not only a 
particular method of physical recording but also an attempt at defining significance in heritage sites 
being recorded. As the word “significance” is a hot, contested idea in the preservation community, 
the nature of these standards codifying significance is essential to the Heritage Documentation 
Program’s placement in heritage documentation discourse. The Secretary of Interior Guidelines will 
be discussed in detail within the following chapter, along with the guidelines for producing draw-
ings published by both HABS and its sister program HAER, and a comparison between the two 
program’s intentions for drawn documentation.
The Secretary of Interior Standards supplies a set of standards and subsequent guidelines to establish 
the content, quality, material and presentation of an architectural or engineering project. The stan-
dards, originally established in 1983, were updated in 2003 to reflect a streamlined understanding 
of content, to modify material sizes to reflect industry standard, and to include landscapes as per 
the establishment of HALS in 2000. 
The standards describe the general principles of HABS/HAER/HALS, and the guidelines supplied 
recommend accepted procedure for meeting those standards. Quality dictates that all documenta-
tion be prepared accurately from reliable sources on materials that are readily reproducible, durable 
and in standard sizes, presented clearly and concisely. The standard for content states that:  “docu-
mentation shall adequately explicate and illustrate what is significant or valuable about the his-
toric building, site, structure, object or landscape being documented.”1 The guidelines then divide 
content into Level I, Level II, and Level III types as defined by the significance of the project being 
documented and the consequent level of documentation required.2
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SUMMARY: STANDARDS OF THE HISTORIC AMERICAN BUILDING SURVEY/HISTORIC AMERICAN ENGINEERING 
RECORD/HISTORIC AMERICAN LANDSCAPE SURVEY
 Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation; Notice of Revisions, 68 Federal Register 139 (July 21, 2003), 43159-43161.




























KIND AND AMOUNT OF DOCUMENTATION 
SHOULD BE APPROPRIATE TO THE 
NATURE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE 
BUILDING, SITE, STRUCTURE OR OBJECT 
BEING DOCUMENTED.
THE PRINCIPLE OF INDEPENDENT 
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MATERIALS.
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INK ON ARCHIVALLY STABLE MATERIAL
PRINTS SHALL ACCOMPANY ALL 
NEGATIVES
MUST BE ARCHIVALLY PROCESSED, NO 
RESIN-COATED PAPER
4” x 5” OR 5” x 7” OR 8” x 10”
CLEAN COPY FOR PHOTOCOPYING
PRODUCED ON ARCHIVAL BOND PAPER
8.5” x 11”
LARGE-FORMAT NEGATIVES OF 
EXTERIOR AND INTERIOR VIEWS
COLOR TRANSPARENCY: ONE IDENTICAL 
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OR VALUABLE ABOUT THE 
HISTORIC BUILDING, SITE, 
STRUCTURE, OBJECT OR 
LANDSCAPE BEING 
DOCUMENTED”
“DOCUMENTATION SHALL BE 
PREPARED ACCURATELY FROM 
RELIABLE SOURCES WITH 
LIMITATIONS CLEARLY STATED TO 
PERMIT INDEPENDENT 
VERIFICATION OF THE 
INFORMATION.”
“DOCUMENTATION SHALL BE 
PREPARED ON MATERIALS THAT 
ARE READILY REPRODUCIBLE, 
DURABLE AND IN STANDARD 
SIZES.”
“DOCUMENTATION SHALL BE 





Figure 3.1: Summary of the Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for Architectural and Engingeering Documentation. Adapted from Robert 
J. Kapsch’s 1990 diagram first published in “HABS/HAER: A User’s Guide,” APT Bulletin, Vol. 22, No. 1/2, Cultural Resource Recording 
(1990). Redrawn and updated by Susan Bopp.
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Level I:
Level I projects are typically projects with subjects that are nationally significant and would meet 
the requirements of a National Historic Landmark.3 Level I projects would include: a full set of 
measured drawings depicting historic or existing conditions; large-format photographs of exterior 
and interior views, original drawings, and/or historic views; and a comprehensive written historical 
and descriptive report. HABS Level I drawing sets usually depict existing conditions through site 
plans, floor plans, elevations, sections and construction details, focusing on the particular aspects of 
the building that pertain to its assigned significance. 
Level II
Level II projects differ from Level I in that they can rely on copyright-free reproductions of exist-
ing drawings, instead of new sets of as-built drawings as would be created for Level I. The chosen 
existing drawings must still meet HABS/HAER/HALS requirements for quality and presentation, 
and while they are not as suitable as as-built drawings, they are “adequate” in many cases for doc-
umentation purposes. New, as-built drawings may be done as well, depending on the scope of the 
project. The same requirements for photography and written data apply to Level II projects as they 
do to Level I.4
Level III
Level III projects require no set(s) of measured drawings, only sketch plans if their inclusion helps 
explain a structure, site or landscape. Large-format photographs should include both interior and 
exterior views, with a short-format written historical report to supplement. 
3.1 
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HISTORIC AMERICAN BUILDINGS SURVEY 
COINCOIN-PRUDHOMME HOUSE
(Maison de Marie Therese) 
HABS No. LA-1295 
Location:   The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is located at the end of a dirt 
road off Highway 494 about one mile northwest of Bermuda. 
Present Owner 
And Occupant:   Henry Metoyer. 
Significance:   The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a rare surviving example of a 
basic Norman-plan Creole plantation house.  Furthermore, it is one 
of very few extant Louisiana plantation houses from the middle-
antebellum era that incorporated the Norman French-style roof 
truss system used by the French on their government, 
ecclesiastical, and military buildings in the early eighteenth 
century.  The structure also has been traditionally associated with 
the Creole community in and around Natchitoches, particularly 
with Marie Therese Coincoin, and it has been thought of as her 
dwelling.
Part 1. Historical Information
A.  Physical History: 
1.  Date of erection:  The building was constructed roughly between 1828 and 
1847.
2. Architect:  Not known. 
3.  Original and subsequent owners, uses:  
a.   The original house, built at some time between 1788 and 1794, was the 
property of Marie Therese Coincoin and was used as her dwelling 
house.1
b.   Shortly before her death in 1816, Marie Therese sold the section of her 
land where the house was located (on the right side descending down 
the Cane River), to Ailhaud St. Anne.2
1 See, Map Collection, Land Plats of Natchitoches and Its Environs, 1793-1801, map 1, (State Land Office, 
Baton Rouge). 
2 Natchitoches Parish Conveyance Records, Book 3, 522-523. 
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c.   In his will, Jean Baptiste Ailhaud St. Anne left his entire holdings to 
Jean Baptiste (John B.) Prudhomme, who had married Ailhaud’s 
daughter, Marie Therese Victorie St. Anne, in 1805.  John B. 
Prudhomme purchased the remainder of the Coincoin land from her 
son, Toussaint Metoyer, in 1821.3
d.  John B. Prudhomme bequeathed his land to his only surviving son, 
Gabriel St Anne Prudhomme (known as St. Anne Prudhomme), in 
1843.4 It was during his ownership that the current house was rebuilt 
on the old homestead sight, probably upon the existing foundations. 
e.  Although, Gabriel Prudhomme donated sections of his land to his two 
older sons in 1857, it is not until 1879, after the death of his wife, 
Marie Aglae Prudhomme, that the land is divided up among the three 
sons.5
f.   Apparently, it was the youngest son Ailhaud who was given the former 
Coincoin tract.  In the early twentieth century, he leaves the land to his 
son Dr. Joseph Prudhomme, who in 1946 leaves the land to his son 
J.E. Prudhomme.6
4. Builder:  The original house and the later house were both probably built
with slave labor. 
5.  Original plans and construction: The original plan of the Coincoin-
Prudhomme House was an asymmetrical two-cell Norman plan comprised 
of a salle (the larger room) and a chamber (the smaller room).  To the rear 
of the two-cell base module, a full-length gallery was enclosed on each 
side with a cabinet room, with the space between the cabinets forming the 
loggia.  In the front of the house, the roofline extended out over a full-
length gallery, and in the rear, over the two cabinet rooms and the loggia. 
6.  Alterations and additions:  During an early renovation of the house, the 
rear loggia was enclosed using colombage framing filled with bousillage; 
this was a common way of increasing livable space in a dwelling of this 
type.  During a twentieth-century renovation, lean-to shed roof additions 
were added on the northeast, southeast, and southwest façades, and the 
entire roof was covered with corrugated steel.  None of the window sashes 
are original to the house, and in several of the window openings, the 
windows are either missing, or turned on their side.  Originally there were 
shutters on at least the cabinet rooms, which were taken down and are 
3 Ibid, Book 10, 42. 
4 Ibid, Book 30, 98. 
5 Ibid, Book 30, 227-230, and, Book 74, 32. 
6 See, Louis R. Nardini, “By Local Historian and Author,” The Natchitoches Times, 22 October 1972. 
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currently stored within the house.7  The rear cabinet door on the northeast 
façade was originally a window, as was the northeast exterior door in the 
chamber.  Because underneath a loose plank of siding on the front façade 
the bousillage and post studs are covered with plaster, it is probable that at 
least the front and rear had an exposed bousillage façade that was rendered 
with plaster.  Although they are fastened with the same nails as the rest of 
the house, it is probable that the current exterior siding was a slightly later 
addition.
B.  Historical Context:8
The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a one-and-half-story raised Creole 
plantation house with an asymmetrical two-cell Norman plan comprised of a 
salle (the larger room) and a chamber (the smaller room).  The house is built 
with colombage framing set into a sill that is raised roughly 3’ from the 
ground and infilled with bousillage.  The house has asymmetrical bays, very 
little decoration, and its roof is framed using a Norman truss system with 
double rafters above both the front and rear load-bearing exterior walls.  Upon 
a rudimentary survey, the house appears to be contemporary to the late 1790s 
or early 1800s.  Yet, upon a closer analysis of its hardware, and by looking at 
extant examples of buildings from its supposed date of construction, it appears 
that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was either rebuilt upon the foundations 
(possibly using the walls) of the earlier Marie Therese House, or it was an 
entirely new building constructed by the Prudhomme’s on the footprint of the 
old house during the middle-antebellum era after they purchased the land from 
Marie Therese Coincoin.  With the establishment of a construction date for the 
building, the Coincoin-Prudhomme House can be placed within its context 
and so serve as one more extant resource for research on Louisiana’s 
plantation architecture. 
The small town of Natchitoches in the central part of Louisiana is the oldest 
permanent settlement in Louisiana Purchase territory.  Although founded in 
1714 by Louis Juchereau de St. Denis to serve as a military outpost for the 
French Territory of Louisiana, the town of Natchitoches grew largely in 
accordance with its relationship to plantation slavery.  Most slaves in French 
Louisiana were shipped directly from Africa, although some were transplanted 
from the West Indies.  Of a total of 5,951 slaves imported directly from Africa 
to Louisiana, only 190 came after 1731.9  Thus there was a slave shortage in 
7 The ghostmarks from the shutters is easily seen on the southwestern façade cabinet room. 
8 Although the following essay deals mostly with dating the Coincoin-Prudhomme House, that is not its 
ultimate ambition. Hopefully, this study will help dispel certain myths about the “Creole” built 
environment, thereby creating a clearer documentary foundation for scholarly research on the Cane River’s 
“Creole” culture.  Furthermore, now that a realistic date for the house has been determined, it can serve as 
one more extant resource for research on Louisiana’s plantation architecture.
9 Gwendolyn Midlo Hall, “Death and Revolt,” in The Louisiana Purchase Bicentennial Series in Louisiana 
History (Lafayette: Center for Louisiana Studies, 1999) XI, 15. 
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early Louisiana, and therefore, the plantation economy developed rather 
slowly during the French era.
 At the close of the Seven Years’ War, all of the Louisiana territory was ceded 
from Louis XV to his cousin, Charles III of Spain.  It was during the Spanish 
era that the African slave trade was reopened, and the aging Louisiana slave 
population was replenished with new bound laborers from West Africa, which 
created the necessary material conditions for the plantation system to grow.  
In Natchitoches, it was during the Spanish era that the plantation economy 
supplanted the frontier exchange economy, and a whole new set of social 
relations and discourses transformed the rural countryside into a thriving 
plantation landscape.  As opposed to the French, the Spanish engendered 
some slaves with a realistic opportunity for manumission without the need for 
gratuitous emancipation.10 Although not officially a law, the Spanish governor 
of Louisiana, Alejandro O’Reilly, introduced the coartacion policy in 1769, 
which stated that slaves with untarnished reputations could purchase their own 
freedom, and furthermore, if their owners allowed it, they could pay with 
installments.  Some scholars have argued that the Spanish deliberately 
organized a three-class system in the colonies to keep any one group from 
gaining too much power; hence, a class of free people of color could offset the 
possibility of the planters revolting against the crown, and at the same time, a 
property owning free class of African Americans would have a stake in the 
economy and would therefore, align with the white planters during slave 
revolts.11
 During the Spanish era in Natchitoches, a small but influential class of 
former-slaves was able to secure land and form plantations south of the town 
in an area known as the Isle Brevelle.  Although there were a half-dozen or so 
freed slaves in Natchitoches at the time of her manumission in the early 
1780s, it was the former slave, Marie Therese Coincoin and later her children, 
who first made the transition from slaves to slaveholders.  Although her 
manumission and her success as a plantation owner and slaveholder is often 
credited to her “determination, loyalty, industry, frugality, and mutual 
assistance,” it seems that while she may very well have employed those 
personal characteristics, that notion leads to an over determination of social 
agency afforded to freed slaves, and furthermore, it slights the role of race in 
regard to dominant discourses within plantation society.12  It seems more 
likely that she was able to establish herself as a free person of color who also 
was a slaveholder because of her intimate relationship with Claude Thomas 
Pierre Metoyer, a French-born merchant who became a wealthy planter, which 
10 Although the Code Noir did technically allow manumission, in Louisiana very few slaves were ever 
awarded their freedom. See, Thomas Ingersoll, Mammon and Manon in Early New Orleans, (Knoxville: 
University of Tennessee Press, 1999). 
11 See, Ingersoll, Mammon…, and, Laura Foner, “The Free People of Color in Louisiana and St. 
Domingue,” Journal of Social History, 3 (1970): 406-430. 
12 Gary Mills, The Forgotten People, (Baton Rouge: LSU Press, 1977) 49. 
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produced ten children.  Metoyer helped Coincoin and their children to acquire 
land and probably, his influence allowed them to remain relatively safe from 
the other planters’ class and race prejudice.  Furthermore, as mentioned above, 
the Spanish authorities had some interest in propagating a third social class of 
colonists.  Finally, because Coincoin and Metoyer’s children had a mixed 
heritage, other planters who fathered mixed children had a place to send their 
offspring instead of keeping them as slaves.  Thus, the “Creoles” of Cane 
River perpetuated a “mixed-blood” identity, which probably originated out of 
necessity and negotiation rather than pride.  
 The original Marie Therese Coincoin land-grant appears to have been an 
eighty arpent tract with land on both the right and left descending banks of 
what was then the Red River, and what is now known as the Cane River.
According to Gary Mills, the above mentioned tract was given to Marie 
Therese as a gift from Pierre Metoyer at some point between 1786 and 1793, 
and that her 1794 Spanish land grant was the tract of land directly to the 
southwest of the plot given to her by Metoyer.13  A closer inspection of the 
Spanish land-grant maps shows that the original eighty-arpent tract was 
indeed the Spanish land grant awarded to Coincoin, and additionally, the tract 
to the southwest of the land grant was awarded to Louis Verchaire also in 
1794, not to Marie Therese.14  Therefore, it is certain that Marie Therese 
Coincoin received a Spanish land grant in 1794, which was located eleven 
miles down river from the town of Natchitoches, and the land grant included 
roughly eighty arpents with land on both sides of the river. 
 The location of the original Marie Therese House has, in the last few decades, 
been the topic of an intra-parish debate.  The two warring factions are divided 
over the location of the original house, which according to the partisans, must 
be extant.  In general, some believe that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was 
the original house, while others argue that the Yucca House at Melrose 
Plantation was Coincoin’s home.  Whereas both groups have posed thoughtful 
arguments to defend their wishes, it appears, based on careful fieldwork, that 
the original house is no longer standing intact.15
 A common practice among French and Spanish surveyors was to render actual 
buildings on the properties they documented with small sketches.  On the 
1794 land-grant map, on the land map designated as the property of “marie
Therese negress libre,” there is a small four line sketch of a house labeled the 
13 Ibid, 28-34, and maps following page 54. 
14 See, Map Collection, Land Plats of Natchitoches and Its Environs, 1793-1801, map 1, 4, 6, 7, 15, and 24. 
(State Land Office, Baton Rouge).  
15 For the notion that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House is the original Marie Therese House, see, Louis R. 
Nardini, “By Local Historian and Author,” The Natchitoches Times, 22 October 1972, Dayna Bowker Lee, 
“Cane River Community,” Creole Chronicles, 1 (2001), and National Register for Historic Places 
Inventory Nomination Form, for Maison de Marie Therese.  For those who believe Marie Therese 
Coincoin’s House is the Yucca House, see, Mills, Forgotten People…, 69. 
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“masion de marie Therese.” After taking a global positioning system (GPS) 
reading of the Coincoin-Prudhomme House, and then recording the 
coordinates on a topographical map, it appeared that the extant house was in 
the identical space as the Maison de Marie Therese.  This estimate was 
confirmed after the 1794 map was superimposed over the topographical map, 
and the point of the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was in almost the exact 
same spot as the drawing of the original house.  Because of the very small 
degree of error for GPS readings, it seems extremely probable that the 
Coincoin-Prudhomme House is on the footprint, and possibly on the 
foundations, of the original Maison de Marie Therese. 
 After determining that the extant house was indeed on the same site as Marie 
Therese’s original dwelling house, the next step was to resolve how much of 
the house was original.  The most probable fragment left from the original 
house would be the brick piers that raise the house.  The problem with the 
piers being part of the original house is that, based on surviving examples, 
plantation houses on the Cane River in the late eighteenth century tended to 
have the structural posts simply buried in the ground, or attached to an 
earthbound sill.16 Although some buildings incorporated a slight raise to 
support sill and girders while the vertical posts were still placed in the ground, 
the 3’ raise at the Coincoin-Prudhomme house would be too high to use that 
technique.  Yet, according to Carolyn Wells, during the last few years of the 
eighteenth century, some houses did incorporate a raised sill.17
 The walls of the house also appear to be new.  Because the vertical posts that 
form the framing have a somewhat consistent length between them, and at the 
doors and windows that space is widened, it appears that the doors and 
windows were original to the framing.  Above the window in the salle on the 
southwest façade, the small post that connects the lintel of the window to the 
wall plate to hold the bousillage in place, is held with a “type 6” machine-
made nail.18 This was determined because the nail was cross-grained, face-
pinched, and had burrs on the same face.  These nails were used in Louisiana 
between 1828 and 1847.  The only way the nail could have been used in an 
eighteenth-century renovation, would be if the entire section of the wall was 
knocked out and replaced, which would serve no conceivable function.  Even 
if all the window and door framing was replaced, there would be no need to 
tear down the individual sections of the wall.  Also, it seems that if that was 
done, it would be readily visible on the exposed bousillage in the interior.
Another architectural fragment that tends to dispel the notion that the walls are 
original, is the chair rail and baseboards.  Because the chair rail and baseboard 
16 See, the Roque House for an example of a post-in-ground building, and, for an example of a post-in-
mudsill, see the Yucca House. See also, Carolyn McConnell Wells, “Domestic Architecture of Colonial 
Natchitoches,” master’s thesis, Northwestern Louisiana State University, 1973. 
17 Ibid. 
18 For nail terminology, refer to Jay D. Edwards, and Tom Wells, Historic Louisiana Nails Aids to the 
Dating of Old Buildings, Baton Rouge: Geoscience Publications, 1993) 54. 
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were needed to keep furniture from damaging the bousillage, and because they 
are held to the wall with machine-made finishing nails from the same era as 
the post nail, it appears that the walls, the exterior openings, and the chair rail 
and baseboard were all built at the same time. Thus it seems unlikely that the 
walls are original. 
 Another characteristic of the Coincoin-Prudhomme House that several astute 
researchers noticed as a colonial-era characteristic is the roof framing’s 
Norman king post and double rafter system with a heavy roof ridge that runs 
from the front of the house to the rear.  Although this roof type, which was 
originally used by professional builders and engineers on the early colonial 
government and ecclesiastical buildings, was seldom used after the middle 
eighteenth century, there are at least two other extant examples of this roof 
type in Louisiana that were built in the nineteenth century.19 Furthermore, 
type six nails (ca. 1828-1847) were found holding the roof framing together.  
These nails are original to the roof because they fasten all the beams, rafters, 
purlins, and vertical posts; thus, it would be impossible to add the nails to the 
diagonal beams on the truss after the rafters were placed because the space 
between them is only an inch or so.  The roof is not reused because there are 
no ghostmarks of earlier use, and the roof could not have originally been only 
constructed with pegging, and mortise and tenon, because the rafters are 
nailed not notched into the wall plate. Furthermore, the wood used in all the 
framing is identical.  The reason for the archaic roof framing is a mystery.  
Austerlitz, an 1830’s plantation house in Point Coupee Parish has a similar 
roof, which was designed by a free-man-of-color who was a refugee from 
Saint Domingue.  Although there is no evidence to support the prospect, it is 
possible that a West Indian refugee also designed the roof of the Coincoin-
Prudhomme House.  The other possible explanation is that the builders of the 
new house simply copied the roof framing from the old house.  Because the 
nails which held the strap-hinges on the old cabinet shutters have handmade 
heads on machine made nails (ca. 1791-1818), it is possible that they were 
reused from the original Marie Therese House, which would mean that at the 
time of construction on the new building, the old building was at least 
partially standing.  Thus, it is likely that the new builders studied the original 
house and reused some of its parts. 
 The mystery of why the house faces northwest instead of toward the river, like 
all the other Cane River plantation houses, is also explainable once the house 
is properly dated.  The Coincoin-Prudhomme House was built by the 
Prudhommes who had inherited the original Ailhaud St. Anne land.  The St. 
Anne plantation, which is the tract of land on the northwest border of the 
initial Coincoin land grant, was the site of the original St. Anne plantation 
house, which served, until the 1850s when Cedar Bend plantation house was 
19 See, Graugnard Farms Plantation House in St. James Parish, and Austerlitz Plantation in Point Coupee 
Parish.
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built, as the family seat for that wing of the Prudhomme family.  Based on the 
placement of the drawing of the maison de St. Anne in the 1794 land-grant 
map, it appears that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House faces the old homestead, 
which was roughly 150 yards to the northeast.20  This would be consistent 
with most plantations landscapes where power radiated from the big house 
and all the other buildings were placed in deferential spaces that faced or were 
aligned with the center.  Thus the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was probably 
an overseer’s house or a garconniere.
 In conclusion, the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was probably built on the 
footprint of the original Maison de Marie Therese, and possibly upon its 
foundations.  The extant house exhibits no material evidence that it is earlier 
than the middle antebellum era.  The plan, hardware, construction method, 
orientation, and decoration all point to a later date than earlier imagined.  
Hopefully, now that a realistic date has been deeded to the building, it can 
now be a useful tool for the study of Louisiana’s plantation architecture. 
Part 2. Architectural Information
A. General Statement: 
1.  Architectural character:  The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a one-and-
half-story raised Creole plantation house with an asymmetrical two-cell 
Norman plan comprised of a salle, the larger room, and a chamber, the 
smaller room. The House is constructed of colombage framing, including 
both vertical posts and angle-bracing, filled in with bousillage laid on lath.
A large steeply pitched hipped roof extends roughly 10’-6’’ beyond the 
main floor’s southern exterior wall creating a full-length gallery that is 
supported by five chamfered posts.  The living space is raised off the 
ground by roughly 2’-6’’, with five rows of structural piers, plus two 
additional square brick supports parallel with the chimney.  Almost all the 
supports are squared brick masonry, except for the northern row of 
supports, which are mostly made of large unfinished Cypress blocks.  A 
single internal chimney, located between the salle and chamber, has two 
openings.  Consistent with most traditional Creole architecture, the 
Coincoin-Prudhomme House has very little architectural ornamentation.  
There is, however, one consistent type of molding for both the interior and 
exterior doorways and windows, which is double-faced with a bead, 
fascia, a very slightly curved ovolo, and a band. 
20 See, Map Collection, Land Plats of Natchitoches and Its Environs, 1793-1801, map 1, 4, Land Office, 
Baton Rouge). 
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2.  Condition of Fabric:  The condition of the house is poor to moderate. 
Structurally, the house seems sound, but the wood siding, exterior 
openings, fireplaces, interior woodworking, and interior and exterior 
painting all need repairs.  At present, it appears that the house is in the 
very early stages of restoration because the shed gallery addition on the 
eastern and western façades have recently been removed. 
B.  Description of Exterior: 
1.  Overall Dimensions:  The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a one-and-a-
half-story building with a Norman two-cell base module floor plan flanked 
by a set of corner cabinet rooms and an enclosed loggia. The bays are 
horizontally and vertically asymmetrical.  The south façade has four bays, 
the east and north façades both have three bays, and the west façade has 
two bays.  The length of the house, including the gallery, is 30’-3’’ long 
and 30’ wide. 
2.  Foundations:  The foundations are made of brick and Cypress piers set into 
the ground. 
3.  Walls:  All the walls of the house are composed of colombage framing that 
is filled in with bousillage and covered with horizontal wood siding on the 
exterior.  The wood siding has a small bead and is tongue and grooved 
together.  Like the interior, the exterior walls are painted, although very 
faded, with bright green, violet, and yellow.  There are no walls in the 
attic.
4.  Structural System, Framing:  The main floor of the house rests on the load 
bearing brick masonry and Cypress block supports.  The floor framing for 
the building consists of a large sill that supports the four load bearing 
exterior walls of the house, which is divided into three sections by two 
large girders that run the width of the house.  The girders lie beneath the 
front and rear load bearing walls. The beaded ceiling beams in all the 
rooms, including the beams in the enclosed loggia, run the length of the 
house and are connected with tenon and mortise joinery into the sill and 
girders.  On the front gallery, two short girders run the length of the house, 
and the floor joists run the width of the house.  On the rear gallery 
addition, the floor joists are nailed into the sill and run the length of the 
house.  The attic floor framing is identical to the principal floor.  The walls 
are framed using colombage framing with both vertical studs and angle-
bracing.  The roof framing has a Norman king post and double rafter 
system with a heavy roof ridge that runs from the front of the house to the 
rear.21 The rafters are held up with a post-supported purlin.
21 Unlike the Marie Therese House, most Norman roof truss systems have a roof ridge beam that runs the 
width of the house and rafters that are pegged into the front and rear wall plates.  
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5.  Stairways:  The one staircase is centrally located, leading up to the gallery 
level on the south (front) façade of the house. It is a single run stair that is 
utilitarian in finish and constructed of commercial-grade wood lumber.  
The risers are 6 ½’’ high and the treads are 9 ½’’wide.  There is a simple 
wood rail to each side of the staircase. 
6.  Chimneys:  The chimney extends roughly two feet beyond the exterior roof 
and is located at the center of the roof ridge on the eastern façade.
7.  Openings:
a.  Doorways and doors:  The building has five external doorways.
All the molding for both the windows and doorways are double-
faced with a bead, fascia, a very slightly curved ovolo, and a 
band.22 On the northwest façade there are two exterior doorways.  
On the doorway that leads into the salle, the inward-opening door 
has two wood panels below two large rectangular lights.  The 
doors fit into a simple wood doorframe made with commercial-
grade wood lumber, which is in turn nailed into the original 
decorative door surround.  The doorway that leads into the 
chamber has a door that opens outward composed of vertical 
commercial-grade lumber nailed together and braced with 
horizontal planks, and the other door is a prefabricated screen door 
that opens inwardly.  Similar to the door opening into the salle, the 
chamber doors fit into a simple wood doorframe made with 
commercial-grade wood lumber and the simple door surround is 
nailed into the original decorative door surround.  There are two 
doorways on the northeast façade.  The doorway that leads into the 
chamber has a door that opens outward composed of vertical 
commercial-grade lumber nailed together and braced with 
horizontal planks, and the other door is a prefabricated screen door 
that opens inwardly.  The door fits into a simple wood doorframe 
made with commercial-grade wood lumber.  The simple door 
surround is nailed into the original decorative door surround.  The 
doorway that leads into the northeast cabinet room has a double-
paneled door that opens inward.  The door is fit into a simple wood 
doorframe made with commercial-grade wood lumber.  The door 
surround is made of a single-face of commercial-grade lumber.  
There is one doorway on the southeast façade.  The six-paneled 
door opens outward and is set into a wood doorframe.  The door 
surround is made of a single-face of commercial-grade lumber.      
22 See Architectural Character section. 
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b.  Windows:  There are seven windows on the building.  On the 
northwest façade, there are two window openings, which are both 
covered with wood boards.  The openings have the original 
decorative molding.23  There is one window opening on the 
southwest façade that is covered with shutters.  The window 
opening has the original decorative molding.  On the southeast 
façade there are two windows openings in the former loggia.  The 
northeastern window opening has a double-sash window with a 
single light in each sash.  The window is covered with a screen that 
is nailed over the opening.  The window surround has a single-
faced surround composed of commercial-grade lumber.  The 
southwestern window opening has a double-sash window with 
four-over-four-lights.  Because the window is placed into the 
opening sideways, it appears that the window was reused.  The 
window opening has a single-faced surround composed of 
commercial-grade lumber.  On the southwestern façade there are 
two windows.  The window in the salle, has a double-sash with 
four-over-four-lights.  The window is placed into a simple frame 
that is nailed into the original decorative molding.  The lower sash 
is covered with a screen that is nailed into the framing.  The 
window that opens into the southwest cabinet has a double-sash 
with four-over-four lights, and is placed into a simple frame that is 
nailed into the original decorative molding.  
8.  Roof: 
a.  Shape, Covering:  The roof is a hipped roof with a steep pitch, and 
is covered with corrugated steel roofing.
b.  Cornice, Eaves:  There is no cornice.  The eaves are roughly a 1’ 
wide on both the front and on the shed additions. 
C.  Description of Interior: 
1.  Floor Plans:
a.  Main Floor:  The Coincoin-Prudhomme is a raised Creole 
plantation house with an asymmetrical two-cell Norman plan 
comprised of a salle (the larger room) and a chamber (the smaller 
room).  To the rear of the Norman base module, there is a loggia 
that is now enclosed, and two corner cabinet rooms.  The front of 
the house has an open gallery that is shaded by the extended roof.
23 Ibid. 
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On the rear of the house, there is a gallery addition, which, at one 
point, wrapped around the house and connected to the gallery.
c.  Attic:  The attic has an open plan with timber plank floorboards, 
and an exposed chimney shaft.   
d.  Gallery:  There is a front gallery with five hand-hewn chamfered 
posts supporting the edge of the roofline.  On the rear, there is a 
gallery that is underneath the lean-to shed roof addition.  Although 
not original to the house, there was, until recently, a gallery and 
cabinet rooms underneath the east and west shed additions. 
2.  Stairways:  There are no interior stairways.
3.  Flooring:   The interior floorboards appear original.  They are made of 
wood and are between 5’’ and 7’’ wide and tongue and grooved together. 
4: Wall and Ceiling Finish:  The interior walls are bousillage rendered with 
plaster and painted.  In many areas the plaster and paint have deteriorated 
and the bousillage and posts are exposed. 
5.  Openings: 
a.  Doorways and doors:  All the doors, door surrounds, and door 
framing were constructed with wood.  The window and door 
moldings are all the same.24  In the salle, there is a door with 
moldings that opens onto the gallery, a window on the 
southwestern exterior wall, an open doorway that leads to the 
loggia, and an interior doorway that leads to the chamber.  The 
chamber has a door that opens onto the gallery, a door (which was 
originally a window opening) that opened onto the northeastern 
side-gallery addition (now torn down), and a window on the 
northeastern exterior wall.  The loggia has an open doorway that 
leads to the salle, two doors that lead into the corner cabinet rooms, 
and an exterior door that leads to the rear gallery addition. 
b.  Windows:  All the windows in the house have wood sills, jambs, 
and lintels.  There are seven windows on the building.  On the 
northwestern façade, there are two window openings with the 
decorative moldings, which are both covered with wood boards.25
There is one window opening on the northeast façade, with 
decorative moldings, that is covered with shutters.  The window 
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façade there are two windows openings in the former loggia.  The 
northeast window opening in the former loggia has a double-sash 
window with a single light in each sash.  The window surround has 
a single-faced surround composed of commercial-grade lumber.  
The southwestern window opening in the former loggia has a 
double-sash window with four-over-four-lights.  Because the 
window is placed into the opening sideways, it appears that 
window was reused.  The window opening has a single-faced 
surround composed of commercial-grade lumber.  On the 
southwestern façade there are two windows.  The window in the 
salle, has a double-sash with four-over-four-lights.  The window is 
placed into a simple frame that is nailed into the original 
decorative molding.  The lower sash is covered with a screen that 
is nailed into the framing.  The window that opens into the 
southwest cabinet has a double-sash with four-over-four lights, and 
is placed into a simple frame that is nailed into the original 
decorative molding. 
6.  Decorative Features:  As noted above, all the exposed ceiling beams in the  
 house have a single bead on each side of the beam.  Likewise, the 
randomly sized exterior siding has a single bead on the top of each plank, 
and a single bead molding that runs vertically from the sill to the plate on 
each of the buildings four corners.  The posts that hold up the edge of the 
roofline on the gallery are chamfered at the top and at the bottom.  
Double-faced chairails, with a bead, fascia, a backband, a fascia, and a 
bead, are located on the front gallery, the former loggia, and in the salle 
and chamber.26  On the interior walls in each room of the building, there is 
a single-beaded baseboard.  There are two decorative fireplaces in the salle 
and chamber.  The salle fireplace has a wood mantle with one convex 
pilaster on each side, and a simple capital and base.  The chamber 
fireplace has a wood mantle with one fluted pilaster on each side capped 
with a simple capital and supported with a typical base.  In both rooms, the 
area above the pilasters has various moldings that roughly form a full 
entablature, with a very large fascia as the freeze.  In the chamber, there is 
a wood mantelpiece.  In both rooms, the hearth was once brick, but is now 
dirt.
7.  Hardware: All the framing, moldings, siding, baseboards, chair rails, 
flooring, and exterior gallery posts have, using the terminology from 
Historic Louisiana Nails, type 6 (ca. 1828-1847) nails.  The nails from 
these samples all have cross-grained shafts, face-pinching, and same face 
burrs.  The screws that hold the door hinges to the wall also are from the 
same era as the nails.  There are also a few type 3 (ca. 1791-1818) nails in 
the shutters, which are probably reused.
26 The chair rail, moldings, and baseboards are original to the house, and predate the siding. 
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8.  Mechanical Equipment: 
a.  Heating:  The fireplace is the only heating system. 
b.   Plumbing:  The house has running water. 
c.  Electric:  The house has electricity. 
D.  Site: 
1.  Historical Landscape Design:  The original Marie Therese House was the 
central residence on a small but productive plantation owned by the freed-
slave Marie Therese House, and worked by her slaves.  It appears that 
there were she farmed indigo, tobacco, and later cotton.27 It is likely, that 
the Prudhomme’s used the land surrounding the house for cotton 
production.
2.  Outbuildings:  According to the sale of land from Marie Therese Coincoin 
to Ailhaud St. Anne, the original Marie Therese House was surrounded by 
various outbuildings.28 When the Prudhomme’s owned the site, the house 
was one of a series of lesser plantation buildings situated on an axis that 
designated power, with the big house being the center.  Currently, there is 
one twentieth-century wood shed, and a permanently parked mobile home 
on the site. 
Part 3. Sources of Information
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HISTORIC AMERICAN BUILDINGS SURVEY 
ROARING CREEK FRIENDS MEETING HOUSE 
HABS NO. PA-6691 
Location: Meeting House Road, Numedia, Columbia County, Pennsylvania. 
Significance: Roaring Creek Meeting House, built in 1795, is of interest for both its log 
construction and its two-cell design with unequally sized meeting rooms for men and 
women.  The latter was indicative of an early English Quaker pattern of meeting, and was 
generally not incorporated into American Friends’ meeting house designs of this period.
And while log meeting houses were often built during the period of early settlement 
within the Delaware Valley, they were quickly replace with more permanent 
construction.  Roaring Creek and nearby Catawissa are the only extant log meeting 
houses built under the care of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting.  Roaring Creek’s rustic 
construction and out-dated plan may be indicative of its “frontier” location, far removed 
from the direct influence of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting. 
Description:  Roaring Creek Meeting House is a single-story, four-bay-by-two-bay 
structure built of hewn logs, with chinking and corner boards.  It measures 30’-4” x 36’-
5”, rests upon a rubble stone foundation, and has a side-gable roof covered with wood 
shingles.  This two-cell structure is unequally divided on the interior into apartments, 
with the larger, western section constituting  three of the four bays across the front and 
rear.  The principal entry is the center bay of the western section and has an opposing 
carriage door to the rear.  In the eastern section, there is a single door to the front, with a 
window opposing it to the rear.  The front doorways are both single-door entries with 
plain, butt-joint surrounds and plank doors.  The carriage door to the rear is similar, but 
set slightly higher to accommodate the interior facing bench and has no exterior 
hardware.  A large, batten door appears in the western gable end to provide access to the 
attic.  There are no porches or stoops, only a simple set of stairs provide access to the 
principal, western front entry.  The meeting house is lit by six-over-six-light sash all 
around, with batten shutters.  There are no extant chimneys. 
The interior plan features two apartments of unequal size separated by a retractable wood 
partitioned space.  The partition is located just west of the eastern front doorway and 
consists of a series of three wood panels with the center panel sliding up to open.  A 
doorway to the center allows for passage between the apartments.  The log walls and the 
ceiling are covered with planking.  The facing benches are located along the rear (north) 
wall and consist of a single tier with two rows of benches. 
There is a walled burying ground to the north of the meeting house. 
History:  Roaring Creek Meeting House was built in 1795.1  A meeting for worship was 
established at Roaring Creek by Exeter Monthly Meeting in 1786.  In 1796, a preparative 
meeting was set up by Catawissa Monthly Meeting, and the current meeting house was 
erected.  In 1814, a monthly meeting was established here, a reestablishment of 
Catawissa Monthly Meeting.  Elias Hicks is said to have spoken at this meeting house.2
In 1916, it was reported that meeting were only being held once a month.  With 
membership in decline, the meeting was laid down and an indulged meeting established.  
It is currently owned by the worship and maintained by the local garden club.  A meeting 
for worship is held here once a year, in June; local Friends meet at Millville. 
At the time of the separation into Hicksite and Orthodox factions in 1827, the original 
Roaring Creek Preparative Meeting was laid down and the meeting house retained by the 
Hicksite meeting. 
Sources:
Pennsylvania Historical Survey, Division of Community Service Programs, Work 
Projects Administration.  Inventory of Church Archives, Society of Friends in 
Pennsylvania.  Philadelphia: Friends Historical Association, 1941. 
Philadelphia Quarterly Meeting, Minutes, Friends Historical Library, Swarthmore 
College, Swarthmore College, Pennsylvania. 
Historian:  Catherine C. Lavoie, 2001 
1 Philadelphia Quarterly Meeting, Minutes, 8mo. 1795.  A historical marker on site, however, reads 1796.  
The discrepancy may reflect the start of construction verses the year of actual completion. 
2 Elias Hicks was the leader of the “Hicksite” Friends that formed from a schism that divided the Friends 
into Hicksite and Orthodox groups in 1827.  The schism was ostensibly based upon differences in biblical 
interpretations presented by early Friends verses those being offered by Evangelical Christians, but also fell 
out along economic line with the more rural and tradition Friends forming the Hicksite contingent, and 
more urban and wealthy forming the Orthodox 
Roaring Creek Friends Meeting House, Numedia, PA
0   DRAWINGS
31 PHOTOGRAPHS
3   DATA PAGES [2PG WRITTEN REPORT, 
         1PG PHOTO CAPTIONS]
LEVEL III
Array of images from Levels I, II & III Surveys
0
3.1 
3.1 Level III: Example
Roaring Creek Friends Meeting House, Numedia, PA
0   DRAWINGS
31 PHOTOGRAPHS
3   DATA PAGES [2PG WRITTEN REPORT, 
                 1PG PHOTO CAPTIONS]
1
HISTORIC AMERICAN BUILDINGS SURVEY 
ROARING CREEK FRIENDS MEETING HOUSE 
HABS NO. PA-6691 
Location: Meeting House Road, Numedia, Columbia County, Pennsylvania. 
Significance: Roaring Creek Meeting House, built in 1795, is of interest for both its log 
construction and its two-cell design with unequally sized meeting rooms for men and 
women.  The latter was indicative of an early English Quaker pattern of meeting, and was 
generally not incorporated into American Friends’ meeting house designs of this period.
And while log meeting houses were often built during the period of early settlement 
within the Delaware Valley, they were quickly replace with more permanent 
construction.  Roaring Creek and nearby Catawissa are the only extant log meeting 
houses built under the care of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting.  Roaring Creek’s rustic 
construction and out-dated plan may be indicative of its “frontier” location, far removed 
from the direct influence of the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting. 
Description:  Roaring Creek Meeting House is a single-story, four-bay-by-two-bay 
structure built of hewn logs, with chinking and corner boards.  It measures 30’-4” x 36’-
5”, rests upon a rubble stone foundation, and has a side-gable roof covered with wood 
shingles.  This two-cell structure is unequally divided on the interior into apartments, 
with the larger, western section constituting  three of the four bays across the front and 
rear.  The principal entry is the center bay of the western section and has an opposing 
carriage door to the rear.  In the eastern section, there is a single door to the front, with a 
window opposing it to the rear.  The front doorways are both single-door entries with 
plain, butt-joint surrounds and plank doors.  The carriage door to the rear is similar, but 
set slightly higher to accommodate the interior facing bench and has no exterior 
hardware.  A large, batten door appears in the western gable end to provide access to the 
attic.  There are no porches or stoops, only a simple set of stairs provide access to the 
principal, western front entry.  The meeting house is lit by six-over-six-light sash all 
around, with batten shutters.  There are no extant chimneys. 
The interior plan features two apartments of unequal size separated by a retractable wood 
partitioned space.  The partition is located just west of the eastern front doorway and 
consists of a series of three wood panels with the center panel sliding up to open.  A 
doorway to the center allows for passage between the apartments.  The log walls and the 
ceiling are covered with planking.  The facing benches are located along the rear (north) 
wall and consist of a single tier with two rows of benches. 
There is a walled burying ground to the north of the meeting house. 
History:  Roaring Creek Meeting House was built in 1795.1  A meeting for worship was 
established at Roaring Creek by Exeter Monthly Meeting in 1786.  In 1796, a preparative 
meeting was set up by Catawissa Monthly Meeting, and the current meeting house was 
erected.  In 1814, a monthly meeting was established here, a reestablishment of 
Catawissa Monthly Meeting.  Elias Hicks is said to have spoken at this meeting house.2
In 1916, it was reported that meeting were only being held once a month.  With 
membership in decline, the meeting was laid down and an indulged meeting established.  
It is currently owned by the worship and maintained by the local garden club.  A meeting 
for worship is held here once a year, in June; local Friends meet at Millville. 
At the time of the separation into Hicksite and Orthodox factions in 1827, the original 
Roaring Creek Preparative Meeting was laid down and the meeting house retained by the 
Hicksite meeting. 
Sources:
Pennsylvania Historical Survey, Division of Community Service Programs, Work 
Projects Administration.  Inventory of Church Archives, Society of Friends in 
Pennsylvania.  Philadelphia: Friends Historical Association, 1941. 
Philadelphia Quarterly Meeting, Minutes, Friends Historical Library, Swarthmore 
College, Swarthmore College, Pennsylvania. 
Historian:  Catherine C. Lavoie, 2001 
1 Philadelphia Quarterly Meeting, Minutes, 8mo. 1795.  A historical marker on site, however, reads 1796.  
The discrepancy may reflect the start of construction verses the year of actual completion. 
2 Elias Hicks was the leader of the “Hicksite” Friends that formed from a schism that divided the Friends 
into Hicksite and Orthodox groups in 1827.  The schism was ostensibly based upon differences in biblical 
interpretations presented by early Friends verses those being offered by Evangelical Christians, but also fell 
out along economic line with the more rural and tradition Friends forming the Hicksite contingent, and 
more urban and wealthy forming the Orthodox 
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HISTORIC AMERICAN BUILDINGS SURVEY 
COINCOIN-PRUDHOMME HOUSE
(Maison de Marie Therese) 
HABS No. LA-1295 
Location:   The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is located at the end of a dirt 
road off Highway 494 about one mile northwest of Bermuda. 
Present Owner 
And Occupant:   Henry Metoyer. 
Significance:   The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a rare surviving example of a 
basic Norman-plan Creole plantation house.  Furthermore, it is one 
of very few extant Louisiana plantation houses from the middle-
antebellum era that incorporated the Norman French-style roof 
truss system used by the French on their government, 
ecclesiastical, and military buildings in the early eighteenth 
century.  The structure also has been traditionally associated with 
the Creole community in and around Natchitoches, particularly 
with Marie Therese Coincoin, and it has been thought of as her 
dwelling.
Part 1. Historical Information
A.  Physical History: 
1.  Date of erection:  The building was constructed roughly between 1828 and 
1847.
2. Architect:  Not known. 
3.  Original and subsequent owners, uses:  
a.   The original house, built at some time between 1788 and 1794, was the 
property of Marie Therese Coincoin and was used as her dwelling 
house.1
b.   Shortly before her death in 1816, Marie Therese sold the section of her 
land where the house was located (on the right side descending down 
the Cane River), to Ailhaud St. Anne.2
1 See, Map Collection, Land Plats of Natchitoches and Its Environs, 1793-1801, map 1, (State Land Office, 
Baton Rouge). 
2 Natchitoches Parish Conveyance Records, Book 3, 522-523. 
COINCOIN-PRUDHOMME HOUSE 
HABS No. LA-1295 
(page 2) 
c.   In his will, Jean Baptiste Ailhaud St. Anne left his entire holdings to 
Jean Baptiste (John B.) Prudhomme, who had married Ailhaud’s 
daughter, Marie Therese Victorie St. Anne, in 1805.  John B. 
Prudhomme purchased the remainder of the Coincoin land from her 
son, Toussaint Metoyer, in 1821.3
d.  John B. Prudhomme bequeathed his land to his only surviving son, 
Gabriel St Anne Prudhomme (known as St. Anne Prudhomme), in 
1843.4 It was during his ownership that the current house was rebuilt 
on the old homestead sight, probably upon the existing foundations. 
e.  Although, Gabriel Prudhomme donated sections of his land to his two 
older sons in 1857, it is not until 1879, after the death of his wife, 
Marie Aglae Prudhomme, that the land is divided up among the three 
sons.5
f.   Apparently, it was the youngest son Ailhaud who was given the former 
Coincoin tract.  In the early twentieth century, he leaves the land to his 
son Dr. Joseph Prudhomme, who in 1946 leaves the land to his son 
J.E. Prudhomme.6
4. Builder:  The original house and the later house were both probably built
with slave labor. 
5.  Original plans and construction: The original plan of the Coincoin-
Prudhomme House was an asymmetrical two-cell Norman plan comprised 
of a salle (the larger room) and a chamber (the smaller room).  To the rear 
of the two-cell base module, a full-length gallery was enclosed on each 
side with a cabinet room, with the space between the cabinets forming the 
loggia.  In the front of the house, the roofline extended out over a full-
length gallery, and in the rear, over the two cabinet rooms and the loggia. 
6.  Alterations and additions:  During an early renovation of the house, the 
rear loggia was enclosed using colombage framing filled with bousillage; 
this was a common way of increasing livable space in a dwelling of this 
type.  During a twentieth-century renovation, lean-to shed roof additions 
were added on the northeast, southeast, and southwest façades, and the 
entire roof was covered with corrugated steel.  None of the window sashes 
are original to the house, and in several of the window openings, the 
windows are either missing, or turned on their side.  Originally there were 
shutters on at least the cabinet rooms, which were taken down and are 
3 Ibid, Book 10, 42. 
4 Ibid, Book 30, 98. 
5 Ibid, Book 30, 227-230, and, Book 74, 32. 
6 See, Louis R. Nardini, “By Local Historian and Author,” The Natchitoches Times, 22 October 1972. 
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currently stored within the house.7  The rear cabinet door on the northeast 
façade was originally a window, as was the northeast exterior door in the 
chamber.  Because underneath a loose plank of siding on the front façade 
the bousillage and post studs are covered with plaster, it is probable that at 
least the front and rear had an exposed bousillage façade that was rendered 
with plaster.  Although they are fastened with the same nails as the rest of 
the house, it is probable that the current exterior siding was a slightly later 
addition.
B.  Historical Context:8
The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a one-and-half-story raised Creole 
plantation house with an asymmetrical two-cell Norman plan comprised of a 
salle (the larger room) and a chamber (the smaller room).  The house is built 
with colombage framing set into a sill that is raised roughly 3’ from the 
ground and infilled with bousillage.  The house has asymmetrical bays, very 
little decoration, and its roof is framed using a Norman truss system with 
double rafters above both the front and rear load-bearing exterior walls.  Upon 
a rudimentary survey, the house appears to be contemporary to the late 1790s 
or early 1800s.  Yet, upon a closer analysis of its hardware, and by looking at 
extant examples of buildings from its supposed date of construction, it appears 
that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was either rebuilt upon the foundations 
(possibly using the walls) of the earlier Marie Therese House, or it was an 
entirely new building constructed by the Prudhomme’s on the footprint of the 
old house during the middle-antebellum era after they purchased the land from 
Marie Therese Coincoin.  With the establishment of a construction date for the 
building, the Coincoin-Prudhomme House can be placed within its context 
and so serve as one more extant resource for research on Louisiana’s 
plantation architecture. 
The small town of Natchitoches in the central part of Louisiana is the oldest 
permanent settlement in Louisiana Purchase territory.  Although founded in 
1714 by Louis Juchereau de St. Denis to serve as a military outpost for the 
French Territory of Louisiana, the town of Natchitoches grew largely in 
accordance with its relationship to plantation slavery.  Most slaves in French 
Louisiana were shipped directly from Africa, although some were transplanted 
from the West Indies.  Of a total of 5,951 slaves imported directly from Africa 
to Louisiana, only 190 came after 1731.9  Thus there was a slave shortage in 
7 The ghostmarks from the shutters is easily seen on the southwestern façade cabinet room. 
8 Although the following essay deals mostly with dating the Coincoin-Prudhomme House, that is not its 
ultimate ambition. Hopefully, this study will help dispel certain myths about the “Creole” built 
environment, thereby creating a clearer documentary foundation for scholarly research on the Cane River’s 
“Creole” culture.  Furthermore, now that a realistic date for the house has been determined, it can serve as 
one more extant resource for research on Louisiana’s plantation architecture.
9 Gwendolyn Midlo Hall, “Death and Revolt,” in The Louisiana Purchase Bicentennial Series in Louisiana 
History (Lafayette: Center for Louisiana Studies, 1999) XI, 15. 
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early Louisiana, and therefore, the plantation economy developed rather 
slowly during the French era.
 At the close of the Seven Years’ War, all of the Louisiana territory was ceded 
from Louis XV to his cousin, Charles III of Spain.  It was during the Spanish 
era that the African slave trade was reopened, and the aging Louisiana slave 
population was replenished with new bound laborers from West Africa, which 
created the necessary material conditions for the plantation system to grow.  
In Natchitoches, it was during the Spanish era that the plantation economy 
supplanted the frontier exchange economy, and a whole new set of social 
relations and discourses transformed the rural countryside into a thriving 
plantation landscape.  As opposed to the French, the Spanish engendered 
some slaves with a realistic opportunity for manumission without the need for 
gratuitous emancipation.10 Although not officially a law, the Spanish governor 
of Louisiana, Alejandro O’Reilly, introduced the coartacion policy in 1769, 
which stated that slaves with untarnished reputations could purchase their own 
freedom, and furthermore, if their owners allowed it, they could pay with 
installments.  Some scholars have argued that the Spanish deliberately 
organized a three-class system in the colonies to keep any one group from 
gaining too much power; hence, a class of free people of color could offset the 
possibility of the planters revolting against the crown, and at the same time, a 
property owning free class of African Americans would have a stake in the 
economy and would therefore, align with the white planters during slave 
revolts.11
 During the Spanish era in Natchitoches, a small but influential class of 
former-slaves was able to secure land and form plantations south of the town 
in an area known as the Isle Brevelle.  Although there were a half-dozen or so 
freed slaves in Natchitoches at the time of her manumission in the early 
1780s, it was the former slave, Marie Therese Coincoin and later her children, 
who first made the transition from slaves to slaveholders.  Although her 
manumission and her success as a plantation owner and slaveholder is often 
credited to her “determination, loyalty, industry, frugality, and mutual 
assistance,” it seems that while she may very well have employed those 
personal characteristics, that notion leads to an over determination of social 
agency afforded to freed slaves, and furthermore, it slights the role of race in 
regard to dominant discourses within plantation society.12  It seems more 
likely that she was able to establish herself as a free person of color who also 
was a slaveholder because of her intimate relationship with Claude Thomas 
Pierre Metoyer, a French-born merchant who became a wealthy planter, which 
10 Although the Code Noir did technically allow manumission, in Louisiana very few slaves were ever 
awarded their freedom. See, Thomas Ingersoll, Mammon and Manon in Early New Orleans, (Knoxville: 
University of Tennessee Press, 1999). 
11 See, Ingersoll, Mammon…, and, Laura Foner, “The Free People of Color in Louisiana and St. 
Domingue,” Journal of Social History, 3 (1970): 406-430. 
12 Gary Mills, The Forgotten People, (Baton Rouge: LSU Press, 1977) 49. 
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produced ten children.  Metoyer helped Coincoin and their children to acquire 
land and probably, his influence allowed them to remain relatively safe from 
the other planters’ class and race prejudice.  Furthermore, as mentioned above, 
the Spanish authorities had some interest in propagating a third social class of 
colonists.  Finally, because Coincoin and Metoyer’s children had a mixed 
heritage, other planters who fathered mixed children had a place to send their 
offspring instead of keeping them as slaves.  Thus, the “Creoles” of Cane 
River perpetuated a “mixed-blood” identity, which probably originated out of 
necessity and negotiation rather than pride.  
 The original Marie Therese Coincoin land-grant appears to have been an 
eighty arpent tract with land on both the right and left descending banks of 
what was then the Red River, and what is now known as the Cane River.
According to Gary Mills, the above mentioned tract was given to Marie 
Therese as a gift from Pierre Metoyer at some point between 1786 and 1793, 
and that her 1794 Spanish land grant was the tract of land directly to the 
southwest of the plot given to her by Metoyer.13  A closer inspection of the 
Spanish land-grant maps shows that the original eighty-arpent tract was 
indeed the Spanish land grant awarded to Coincoin, and additionally, the tract 
to the southwest of the land grant was awarded to Louis Verchaire also in 
1794, not to Marie Therese.14  Therefore, it is certain that Marie Therese 
Coincoin received a Spanish land grant in 1794, which was located eleven 
miles down river from the town of Natchitoches, and the land grant included 
roughly eighty arpents with land on both sides of the river. 
 The location of the original Marie Therese House has, in the last few decades, 
been the topic of an intra-parish debate.  The two warring factions are divided 
over the location of the original house, which according to the partisans, must 
be extant.  In general, some believe that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was 
the original house, while others argue that the Yucca House at Melrose 
Plantation was Coincoin’s home.  Whereas both groups have posed thoughtful 
arguments to defend their wishes, it appears, based on careful fieldwork, that 
the original house is no longer standing intact.15
 A common practice among French and Spanish surveyors was to render actual 
buildings on the properties they documented with small sketches.  On the 
1794 land-grant map, on the land map designated as the property of “marie
Therese negress libre,” there is a small four line sketch of a house labeled the 
13 Ibid, 28-34, and maps following page 54. 
14 See, Map Collection, Land Plats of Natchitoches and Its Environs, 1793-1801, map 1, 4, 6, 7, 15, and 24. 
(State Land Office, Baton Rouge).  
15 For the notion that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House is the original Marie Therese House, see, Louis R. 
Nardini, “By Local Historian and Author,” The Natchitoches Times, 22 October 1972, Dayna Bowker Lee, 
“Cane River Community,” Creole Chronicles, 1 (2001), and National Register for Historic Places 
Inventory Nomination Form, for Maison de Marie Therese.  For those who believe Marie Therese 
Coincoin’s House is the Yucca House, see, Mills, Forgotten People…, 69. 
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“masion de marie Therese.” After taking a global positioning system (GPS) 
reading of the Coincoin-Prudhomme House, and then recording the 
coordinates on a topographical map, it appeared that the extant house was in 
the identical space as the Maison de Marie Therese.  This estimate was 
confirmed after the 1794 map was superimposed over the topographical map, 
and the point of the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was in almost the exact 
same spot as the drawing of the original house.  Because of the very small 
degree of error for GPS readings, it seems extremely probable that the 
Coincoin-Prudhomme House is on the footprint, and possibly on the 
foundations, of the original Maison de Marie Therese. 
 After determining that the extant house was indeed on the same site as Marie 
Therese’s original dwelling house, the next step was to resolve how much of 
the house was original.  The most probable fragment left from the original 
house would be the brick piers that raise the house.  The problem with the 
piers being part of the original house is that, based on surviving examples, 
plantation houses on the Cane River in the late eighteenth century tended to 
have the structural posts simply buried in the ground, or attached to an 
earthbound sill.16 Although some buildings incorporated a slight raise to 
support sill and girders while the vertical posts were still placed in the ground, 
the 3’ raise at the Coincoin-Prudhomme house would be too high to use that 
technique.  Yet, according to Carolyn Wells, during the last few years of the 
eighteenth century, some houses did incorporate a raised sill.17
 The walls of the house also appear to be new.  Because the vertical posts that 
form the framing have a somewhat consistent length between them, and at the 
doors and windows that space is widened, it appears that the doors and 
windows were original to the framing.  Above the window in the salle on the 
southwest façade, the small post that connects the lintel of the window to the 
wall plate to hold the bousillage in place, is held with a “type 6” machine-
made nail.18 This was determined because the nail was cross-grained, face-
pinched, and had burrs on the same face.  These nails were used in Louisiana 
between 1828 and 1847.  The only way the nail could have been used in an 
eighteenth-century renovation, would be if the entire section of the wall was 
knocked out and replaced, which would serve no conceivable function.  Even 
if all the window and door framing was replaced, there would be no need to 
tear down the individual sections of the wall.  Also, it seems that if that was 
done, it would be readily visible on the exposed bousillage in the interior.
Another architectural fragment that tends to dispel the notion that the walls are 
original, is the chair rail and baseboards.  Because the chair rail and baseboard 
16 See, the Roque House for an example of a post-in-ground building, and, for an example of a post-in-
mudsill, see the Yucca House. See also, Carolyn McConnell Wells, “Domestic Architecture of Colonial 
Natchitoches,” master’s thesis, Northwestern Louisiana State University, 1973. 
17 Ibid. 
18 For nail terminology, refer to Jay D. Edwards, and Tom Wells, Historic Louisiana Nails Aids to the 
Dating of Old Buildings, Baton Rouge: Geoscience Publications, 1993) 54. 
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were needed to keep furniture from damaging the bousillage, and because they 
are held to the wall with machine-made finishing nails from the same era as 
the post nail, it appears that the walls, the exterior openings, and the chair rail 
and baseboard were all built at the same time. Thus it seems unlikely that the 
walls are original. 
 Another characteristic of the Coincoin-Prudhomme House that several astute 
researchers noticed as a colonial-era characteristic is the roof framing’s 
Norman king post and double rafter system with a heavy roof ridge that runs 
from the front of the house to the rear.  Although this roof type, which was 
originally used by professional builders and engineers on the early colonial 
government and ecclesiastical buildings, was seldom used after the middle 
eighteenth century, there are at least two other extant examples of this roof 
type in Louisiana that were built in the nineteenth century.19 Furthermore, 
type six nails (ca. 1828-1847) were found holding the roof framing together.  
These nails are original to the roof because they fasten all the beams, rafters, 
purlins, and vertical posts; thus, it would be impossible to add the nails to the 
diagonal beams on the truss after the rafters were placed because the space 
between them is only an inch or so.  The roof is not reused because there are 
no ghostmarks of earlier use, and the roof could not have originally been only 
constructed with pegging, and mortise and tenon, because the rafters are 
nailed not notched into the wall plate. Furthermore, the wood used in all the 
framing is identical.  The reason for the archaic roof framing is a mystery.  
Austerlitz, an 1830’s plantation house in Point Coupee Parish has a similar 
roof, which was designed by a free-man-of-color who was a refugee from 
Saint Domingue.  Although there is no evidence to support the prospect, it is 
possible that a West Indian refugee also designed the roof of the Coincoin-
Prudhomme House.  The other possible explanation is that the builders of the 
new house simply copied the roof framing from the old house.  Because the 
nails which held the strap-hinges on the old cabinet shutters have handmade 
heads on machine made nails (ca. 1791-1818), it is possible that they were 
reused from the original Marie Therese House, which would mean that at the 
time of construction on the new building, the old building was at least 
partially standing.  Thus, it is likely that the new builders studied the original 
house and reused some of its parts. 
 The mystery of why the house faces northwest instead of toward the river, like 
all the other Cane River plantation houses, is also explainable once the house 
is properly dated.  The Coincoin-Prudhomme House was built by the 
Prudhommes who had inherited the original Ailhaud St. Anne land.  The St. 
Anne plantation, which is the tract of land on the northwest border of the 
initial Coincoin land grant, was the site of the original St. Anne plantation 
house, which served, until the 1850s when Cedar Bend plantation house was 
19 See, Graugnard Farms Plantation House in St. James Parish, and Austerlitz Plantation in Point Coupee 
Parish.
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built, as the family seat for that wing of the Prudhomme family.  Based on the 
placement of the drawing of the maison de St. Anne in the 1794 land-grant 
map, it appears that the Coincoin-Prudhomme House faces the old homestead, 
which was roughly 150 yards to the northeast.20  This would be consistent 
with most plantations landscapes where power radiated from the big house 
and all the other buildings were placed in deferential spaces that faced or were 
aligned with the center.  Thus the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was probably 
an overseer’s house or a garconniere.
 In conclusion, the Coincoin-Prudhomme House was probably built on the 
footprint of the original Maison de Marie Therese, and possibly upon its 
foundations.  The extant house exhibits no material evidence that it is earlier 
than the middle antebellum era.  The plan, hardware, construction method, 
orientation, and decoration all point to a later date than earlier imagined.  
Hopefully, now that a realistic date has been deeded to the building, it can 
now be a useful tool for the study of Louisiana’s plantation architecture. 
Part 2. Architectural Information
A. General Statement: 
1.  Architectural character:  The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a one-and-
half-story raised Creole plantation house with an asymmetrical two-cell 
Norman plan comprised of a salle, the larger room, and a chamber, the 
smaller room. The House is constructed of colombage framing, including 
both vertical posts and angle-bracing, filled in with bousillage laid on lath.
A large steeply pitched hipped roof extends roughly 10’-6’’ beyond the 
main floor’s southern exterior wall creating a full-length gallery that is 
supported by five chamfered posts.  The living space is raised off the 
ground by roughly 2’-6’’, with five rows of structural piers, plus two 
additional square brick supports parallel with the chimney.  Almost all the 
supports are squared brick masonry, except for the northern row of 
supports, which are mostly made of large unfinished Cypress blocks.  A 
single internal chimney, located between the salle and chamber, has two 
openings.  Consistent with most traditional Creole architecture, the 
Coincoin-Prudhomme House has very little architectural ornamentation.  
There is, however, one consistent type of molding for both the interior and 
exterior doorways and windows, which is double-faced with a bead, 
fascia, a very slightly curved ovolo, and a band. 
20 See, Map Collection, Land Plats of Natchitoches and Its Environs, 1793-1801, map 1, 4, Land Office, 
Baton Rouge). 
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2.  Condition of Fabric:  The condition of the house is poor to moderate. 
Structurally, the house seems sound, but the wood siding, exterior 
openings, fireplaces, interior woodworking, and interior and exterior 
painting all need repairs.  At present, it appears that the house is in the 
very early stages of restoration because the shed gallery addition on the 
eastern and western façades have recently been removed. 
B.  Description of Exterior: 
1.  Overall Dimensions:  The Coincoin-Prudhomme House is a one-and-a-
half-story building with a Norman two-cell base module floor plan flanked 
by a set of corner cabinet rooms and an enclosed loggia. The bays are 
horizontally and vertically asymmetrical.  The south façade has four bays, 
the east and north façades both have three bays, and the west façade has 
two bays.  The length of the house, including the gallery, is 30’-3’’ long 
and 30’ wide. 
2.  Foundations:  The foundations are made of brick and Cypress piers set into 
the ground. 
3.  Walls:  All the walls of the house are composed of colombage framing that 
is filled in with bousillage and covered with horizontal wood siding on the 
exterior.  The wood siding has a small bead and is tongue and grooved 
together.  Like the interior, the exterior walls are painted, although very 
faded, with bright green, violet, and yellow.  There are no walls in the 
attic.
4.  Structural System, Framing:  The main floor of the house rests on the load 
bearing brick masonry and Cypress block supports.  The floor framing for 
the building consists of a large sill that supports the four load bearing 
exterior walls of the house, which is divided into three sections by two 
large girders that run the width of the house.  The girders lie beneath the 
front and rear load bearing walls. The beaded ceiling beams in all the 
rooms, including the beams in the enclosed loggia, run the length of the 
house and are connected with tenon and mortise joinery into the sill and 
girders.  On the front gallery, two short girders run the length of the house, 
and the floor joists run the width of the house.  On the rear gallery 
addition, the floor joists are nailed into the sill and run the length of the 
house.  The attic floor framing is identical to the principal floor.  The walls 
are framed using colombage framing with both vertical studs and angle-
bracing.  The roof framing has a Norman king post and double rafter 
system with a heavy roof ridge that runs from the front of the house to the 
rear.21 The rafters are held up with a post-supported purlin.
21 Unlike the Marie Therese House, most Norman roof truss systems have a roof ridge beam that runs the 
width of the house and rafters that are pegged into the front and rear wall plates.  
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5.  Stairways:  The one staircase is centrally located, leading up to the gallery 
level on the south (front) façade of the house. It is a single run stair that is 
utilitarian in finish and constructed of commercial-grade wood lumber.  
The risers are 6 ½’’ high and the treads are 9 ½’’wide.  There is a simple 
wood rail to each side of the staircase. 
6.  Chimneys:  The chimney extends roughly two feet beyond the exterior roof 
and is located at the center of the roof ridge on the eastern façade.
7.  Openings:
a.  Doorways and doors:  The building has five external doorways.
All the molding for both the windows and doorways are double-
faced with a bead, fascia, a very slightly curved ovolo, and a 
band.22 On the northwest façade there are two exterior doorways.  
On the doorway that leads into the salle, the inward-opening door 
has two wood panels below two large rectangular lights.  The 
doors fit into a simple wood doorframe made with commercial-
grade wood lumber, which is in turn nailed into the original 
decorative door surround.  The doorway that leads into the 
chamber has a door that opens outward composed of vertical 
commercial-grade lumber nailed together and braced with 
horizontal planks, and the other door is a prefabricated screen door 
that opens inwardly.  Similar to the door opening into the salle, the 
chamber doors fit into a simple wood doorframe made with 
commercial-grade wood lumber and the simple door surround is 
nailed into the original decorative door surround.  There are two 
doorways on the northeast façade.  The doorway that leads into the 
chamber has a door that opens outward composed of vertical 
commercial-grade lumber nailed together and braced with 
horizontal planks, and the other door is a prefabricated screen door 
that opens inwardly.  The door fits into a simple wood doorframe 
made with commercial-grade wood lumber.  The simple door 
surround is nailed into the original decorative door surround.  The 
doorway that leads into the northeast cabinet room has a double-
paneled door that opens inward.  The door is fit into a simple wood 
doorframe made with commercial-grade wood lumber.  The door 
surround is made of a single-face of commercial-grade lumber.  
There is one doorway on the southeast façade.  The six-paneled 
door opens outward and is set into a wood doorframe.  The door 
surround is made of a single-face of commercial-grade lumber.      
22 See Architectural Character section. 
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b.  Windows:  There are seven windows on the building.  On the 
northwest façade, there are two window openings, which are both 
covered with wood boards.  The openings have the original 
decorative molding.23  There is one window opening on the 
southwest façade that is covered with shutters.  The window 
opening has the original decorative molding.  On the southeast 
façade there are two windows openings in the former loggia.  The 
northeastern window opening has a double-sash window with a 
single light in each sash.  The window is covered with a screen that 
is nailed over the opening.  The window surround has a single-
faced surround composed of commercial-grade lumber.  The 
southwestern window opening has a double-sash window with 
four-over-four-lights.  Because the window is placed into the 
opening sideways, it appears that the window was reused.  The 
window opening has a single-faced surround composed of 
commercial-grade lumber.  On the southwestern façade there are 
two windows.  The window in the salle, has a double-sash with 
four-over-four-lights.  The window is placed into a simple frame 
that is nailed into the original decorative molding.  The lower sash 
is covered with a screen that is nailed into the framing.  The 
window that opens into the southwest cabinet has a double-sash 
with four-over-four lights, and is placed into a simple frame that is 
nailed into the original decorative molding.  
8.  Roof: 
a.  Shape, Covering:  The roof is a hipped roof with a steep pitch, and 
is covered with corrugated steel roofing.
b.  Cornice, Eaves:  There is no cornice.  The eaves are roughly a 1’ 
wide on both the front and on the shed additions. 
C.  Description of Interior: 
1.  Floor Plans:
a.  Main Floor:  The Coincoin-Prudhomme is a raised Creole 
plantation house with an asymmetrical two-cell Norman plan 
comprised of a salle (the larger room) and a chamber (the smaller 
room).  To the rear of the Norman base module, there is a loggia 
that is now enclosed, and two corner cabinet rooms.  The front of 
the house has an open gallery that is shaded by the extended roof.
23 Ibid. 
COINCOIN-PRUDHOMME HOUSE 
HABS No. LA-1295 
(page 12) 
On the rear of the house, there is a gallery addition, which, at one 
point, wrapped around the house and connected to the gallery.
c.  Attic:  The attic has an open plan with timber plank floorboards, 
and an exposed chimney shaft.   
d.  Gallery:  There is a front gallery with five hand-hewn chamfered 
posts supporting the edge of the roofline.  On the rear, there is a 
gallery that is underneath the lean-to shed roof addition.  Although 
not original to the house, there was, until recently, a gallery and 
cabinet rooms underneath the east and west shed additions. 
2.  Stairways:  There are no interior stairways.
3.  Flooring:   The interior floorboards appear original.  They are made of 
wood and are between 5’’ and 7’’ wide and tongue and grooved together. 
4: Wall and Ceiling Finish:  The interior walls are bousillage rendered with 
plaster and painted.  In many areas the plaster and paint have deteriorated 
and the bousillage and posts are exposed. 
5.  Openings: 
a.  Doorways and doors:  All the doors, door surrounds, and door 
framing were constructed with wood.  The window and door 
moldings are all the same.24  In the salle, there is a door with 
moldings that opens onto the gallery, a window on the 
southwestern exterior wall, an open doorway that leads to the 
loggia, and an interior doorway that leads to the chamber.  The 
chamber has a door that opens onto the gallery, a door (which was 
originally a window opening) that opened onto the northeastern 
side-gallery addition (now torn down), and a window on the 
northeastern exterior wall.  The loggia has an open doorway that 
leads to the salle, two doors that lead into the corner cabinet rooms, 
and an exterior door that leads to the rear gallery addition. 
b.  Windows:  All the windows in the house have wood sills, jambs, 
and lintels.  There are seven windows on the building.  On the 
northwestern façade, there are two window openings with the 
decorative moldings, which are both covered with wood boards.25
There is one window opening on the northeast façade, with 
decorative moldings, that is covered with shutters.  The window 
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façade there are two windows openings in the former loggia.  The 
northeast window opening in the former loggia has a double-sash 
window with a single light in each sash.  The window surround has 
a single-faced surround composed of commercial-grade lumber.  
The southwestern window opening in the former loggia has a 
double-sash window with four-over-four-lights.  Because the 
window is placed into the opening sideways, it appears that 
window was reused.  The window opening has a single-faced 
surround composed of commercial-grade lumber.  On the 
southwestern façade there are two windows.  The window in the 
salle, has a double-sash with four-over-four-lights.  The window is 
placed into a simple frame that is nailed into the original 
decorative molding.  The lower sash is covered with a screen that 
is nailed into the framing.  The window that opens into the 
southwest cabinet has a double-sash with four-over-four lights, and 
is placed into a simple frame that is nailed into the original 
decorative molding. 
6.  Decorative Features:  As noted above, all the exposed ceiling beams in the  
 house have a single bead on each side of the beam.  Likewise, the 
randomly sized exterior siding has a single bead on the top of each plank, 
and a single bead molding that runs vertically from the sill to the plate on 
each of the buildings four corners.  The posts that hold up the edge of the 
roofline on the gallery are chamfered at the top and at the bottom.  
Double-faced chairails, with a bead, fascia, a backband, a fascia, and a 
bead, are located on the front gallery, the former loggia, and in the salle 
and chamber.26  On the interior walls in each room of the building, there is 
a single-beaded baseboard.  There are two decorative fireplaces in the salle 
and chamber.  The salle fireplace has a wood mantle with one convex 
pilaster on each side, and a simple capital and base.  The chamber 
fireplace has a wood mantle with one fluted pilaster on each side capped 
with a simple capital and supported with a typical base.  In both rooms, the 
area above the pilasters has various moldings that roughly form a full 
entablature, with a very large fascia as the freeze.  In the chamber, there is 
a wood mantelpiece.  In both rooms, the hearth was once brick, but is now 
dirt.
7.  Hardware: All the framing, moldings, siding, baseboards, chair rails, 
flooring, and exterior gallery posts have, using the terminology from 
Historic Louisiana Nails, type 6 (ca. 1828-1847) nails.  The nails from 
these samples all have cross-grained shafts, face-pinching, and same face 
burrs.  The screws that hold the door hinges to the wall also are from the 
same era as the nails.  There are also a few type 3 (ca. 1791-1818) nails in 
the shutters, which are probably reused.
26 The chair rail, moldings, and baseboards are original to the house, and predate the siding. 
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8.  Mechanical Equipment: 
a.  Heating:  The fireplace is the only heating system. 
b.   Plumbing:  The house has running water. 
c.  Electric:  The house has electricity. 
D.  Site: 
1.  Historical Landscape Design:  The original Marie Therese House was the 
central residence on a small but productive plantation owned by the freed-
slave Marie Therese House, and worked by her slaves.  It appears that 
there were she farmed indigo, tobacco, and later cotton.27 It is likely, that 
the Prudhomme’s used the land surrounding the house for cotton 
production.
2.  Outbuildings:  According to the sale of land from Marie Therese Coincoin 
to Ailhaud St. Anne, the original Marie Therese House was surrounded by 
various outbuildings.28 When the Prudhomme’s owned the site, the house 
was one of a series of lesser plantation buildings situated on an axis that 
designated power, with the big house being the center.  Currently, there is 
one twentieth-century wood shed, and a permanently parked mobile home 
on the site. 
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Selection of the type of level any HABS/HAER/HALS survey is subjected to primarily responds 
directly to the planning objectives of the project. An approach to documentation would be different 
for a mitigation project than it would be for easement purposes, similarly different for a survey of 
a historic district versus one for an estate. Economic factors, personnel, and time are also major 
factors in the planning objectives, as the three levels directly reflect in the decreasing scope of work 
required for each level of significance. However in all cases, any and all information conveyed 
through the documentation must be derived from researched sources, whether its primary sources 
for the written report or from accurately recorded measurements contained in the field notebooks. 
The emphasis here is to avoid potentially wrongful hypothesis or misleading information, with the 
intention of the survey being as unbiased and objective as possible.5 Materials beyond drawings, 
photographs and written reports, such as film, can and have been submitted at the discretion of the 
HABS/HAER/HALS offices.6   
What is so striking about the breakdown of these three levels is the inherent value the Secretary of 
Interior Standard’s places on not only the significance of the subjects recorded, but the significance 
and usefulness of the output produced. The most extensive change in materials from level to level 
is the extent and use of the drawing; while the first two levels may utilize drawings, the Level III 
surveys all but suggest the inclusion of the medium. Partly this can be attributed to the cost (both 
monetary and timely) of crafting a successful and articulate drawing set to the admittedly laborious 
standards. The labor-intensive nature of drafting was sufficient for the origins of HABS as a relief 
program, but in the post CWA-era, the expense is not ideal nor the goal of the program. However, 
it would be misleading to then grant the written and photographic portions as a somehow more 
descriptive medium, or more appropriate method of recordation, or to believe that either the 
photographic or written portions were any less laborious; yet, when limited resources are avail-
able, as is generally the case for the levels that are not Level I, the photograph is the chosen graphic 
representative of the project. Shortly before the Secretary of Interior Standards were created in 1983, 
John Burns’ essay Recording Historic Buildings: New Philosophies, New Techniques, New Technologies 
discusses how the Standards would introduce two concepts: 
3.1 
1
First, the kind and amount of documentation should be appropriate to the nature and 
significance of the building. Second, the documentation should concentrate on the 
features of a building which give it its significance…Fewer ‘complete’ drawings will be 
produced; photographs will be substituted for drawings whenever possible. The drawings 
that are produced will have more information packed into them: more given dimensions 
and annotations and denser sheet composition, similar to the drawings of the 1930s. The 
drawings will concentrate on features that cannot be adequately described in words or 
photographed. Fewer measured drawings will mean an increased dependence on photo-
graphs for graphic documentation.7
Chapter 3 of this thesis will dive deeper into drawing as a method for communication and how its 
dynamic medium may prove more efficient and effective at documenting than the division of the 
three Levels may suggest.
2
3.2 HABS Drawing Guidelines
“This document defines the methodology and the process for the documentation of historic buildings 
and structures by means of architectural measured drawings, according to the standards of the Historic 
American Buildings Survey (HABS).”1 
Each Heritage Documentation Program supplies their own published guidelines for each of the 
disciplines required for a completed survey (drawings, photography, and written reports). The most 
recent edition from 2008 of the HABS Guidelines: Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS 
Measured Drawings, is organized into five sections:
1. Project Planning
2. Field Notes
3. Sketching and Measuring Structures
4. Drawing Production
5. Drawing Set Organization, Layout, and Plotting
Each section describes in detail the technical requirements for compiling and producing a HABS 
standard drawing and drawing set. The thoroughness of the guidelines provides the survey team an 
appropriate methodology of producing measured drawings that adhere to HABS’ standards and of 
those of the Secretary of Interior. 
As mentioned in earlier passages, HABS has produced guidelines for drawing production since 
its first publication created in 1933. Over the program’s 75 plus year existence, the guidebooks 
have become a compilation of the thousands of student and professional architects and engineers’ 
developed techniques. Since then, these guidelines have evolved to reflect changing technological 
and ideological practices, but have consistently maintained a strict adherence to the idea of illus-
trating and explaining a project’s significance through accuracy and uniformity. However, “while 
technological advances have streamlined the collection, production and presentation of graphic 
information, many of the methods used in 1933 are still employed by the architects of today.”2 For 
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instance, within its own fourteen-year evolution over three iterations (1994, 2001, 2008), HABS 
Guidelines: Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings reflects how the 
nature of CAD production expanded from the 1990s to 2000s. The 1994 publication only explains 
the procedures of drawing producing with pencil and ink on mylar, while the 2001 version does the 
same in the body of the document but includes an appendix of CAD procedure, when finally CAD 
becomes incorporated into the body of text in the 2008 version.
4
3.3 HABS Guidelines and the Interpretive Drawing:
What is of particular interest in the HABS Measured Drawing Guidelines for this thesis is when the 
language begins to describe the use of “interpretive drawings.” Focusing on the HABS Guidelines: 
Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings publications specifically, all 
three iterations describe in detail the sketching and producing (of final drawings) site plans, plans, 
elevations, sections, details, axonometrics, and perspective drawings. However, both the 1994 and 
2001 versions additionally describe “site development,” or “evidence of changes in form.”1 This sec-
tion is greatly important because it is HABS supplying explicit guidance for creating drawings that 
suggest data beyond the essential characteristics of the physical entity, or indirectly the idea of an 
interpretive drawing. While conveying the building evolution through time was a technique done 
throughout HABS’ history,2 here the guidelines are prescribing a particular method for including 
these drawings within a drawing set. Below is an excerpt describing such methods: 
7.2.0. BUILDINGS EXHIBITING EVIDENCE OF MAJOR CHANGES IN FORM AT 
SPECIFIC POINTS IN TIME
7.2.1 Careful research into records and photographs, knowledge of the history of construc-
tion technology, and an eye for differences in massing, space configuration and style will 
aid the analysis of these structures. The resulting information is usually best represented in 
the following way:
1) The construction phases are drawn separately from existing conditions;
2) The representations are schematic, focusing on the major changes in form with less 
emphasis on detail;
3) The scale is reduced;
4) Use idealized forms, but retain as much dimensional accuracy as possible. Do not 
simply trace design drawings unless their translation into built forms can be con-
firmed;
5) If possible, use a reduced number of line weights; a heavy line weight and poché can 
emphasize the historic form, while a lighter line weight or dashed line will reference 
the current form;
6) Annotate the drawings.
These drawings are to be placed at the end of the set.3

Figure 3.5: Schara, Mark. “Historic Plans, Ca. 1850-1929 - Washington Place, 320 South Beretania Street, 
Honolulu, Honolulu County, HI. HABS HI,2-HONLU,28- (sheet 3 of 16).,” 2007. http://www.loc.gov/pic-
tures/resource/hhh.hi0023.sheet.00013a/.
Figure 3.6: Schara, Mark. “Historic Plans, 1930-2007 - Washington Place, 320 South Beretania Street, Ho-
nolulu, Honolulu County, HI. HABS HI,2-HONLU,28- (sheet 4 of 16).,” 2007. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/
item/hi0023.sheet.00014a/resource/.
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Figure 3.7: Harnsberger, Douglas. “Wickham-Valentine House, 1015 East Clay Street, Richmond, Inde-
pendent City, VA. HABS VA,44-RICH,5- (sheet 16 of 18).,” 1985. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/va0586.
sheet.00016a/resource/.
Figure 3.8: Helene, Sidney Jules, and John Boehle. “132 West Fourth Street (Building), New York, New 




With the publication of the 2008 version of the HABS Guidelines, the previous two iterations were 
dramatically streamlined and economized, condensing the 81 page guidebook from 2001 down 
to only 22 pages in the 2008 version. In doing so, the “site development” sections were completely 
stripped and instead became part of the section directly relating to “interpretive drawings.” This 
concept of the interpretive drawing is first addressed in the publication’s introduction:
HABS drawings are considered “as-built” drawings. As such, they illustrate the existing condition 
of a building at the time of documentation, including additions, alterations, and demolitions which 
have occurred since the building was first constructed. Where sufficient knowledge exists con-
cerning the sequence of changes to a building over time, it may be useful to provide appropriate 
notation on the drawings. Alternatively, delineators may wish to produce additional interpretive 
drawings illustrating the building at an earlier date, in order to more fully explain its historic signif-
icance.4
Figure 3.9: Arzola, Robert R. “Conjectural Floor Plans. - Lazaretto Quarantine Station, Wanamaker Avenue and East Second Street, Ess-
ington, Delaware County, PA. HABS PA-6659 (sheet 2 of 10).,” 2006. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/pa3813.sheet.00002a/resource/.

The idea and definition of the interpretive drawing is explained further under the “Drawing Pro-
duction” section of the guidelines:
 4.10.0 INTERPRETIVE DRAWINGS
4.10.1 Interpretive drawings can be useful for helping to understand a building. Examples 
include drawings which show the building restored to a certain date, drawings which 
document the changes to the building over time, or drawings which explain an important 
circulation pattern through the building. Where relevant, sources for historical informa-
tion should be cited on the drawings.5
The inclusion of this subsection is a substantial development in the pedagogical nature of the 
HABS program and its place in heritage documentation discourse. Firstly, its inclusion directly 
acknowledges the idea of interpretation within heritage documentation, and thereby acknowledges 
a paradigm shift in heritage documentation discourse towards the interpretation of non-traditional 
or intangible value associated with a project (circulation, evolutionary change, etc.). Secondly, the 
ambiguous nature of the subsection is distinctly different from its predecessors in that no explicit 
instructions are given to accomplish the interpretive drawing. Perhaps this ambiguous nature is also 
a nod towards the notion that the subject, or building in the case of HABS, should let its significant 
features be the focus of the documentation, instead of a prescribed approach that may not identify 
or portray those features in the best way. The idea that the building should “speak to” the documen-
tation teams has been suggested by multiple sources as an appropriate guiding factor to determine 
significance, and the ambiguity of the interpretation inclusion suggests “that the traditional, two-di-
mensional plan, elevation, and section format was not appropriate for capturing the significance of 
all building and site types; the final drawing appearance should be determined by the teams using 




3.4 HAER & HALS Methodology for Measured Drawings
Interpretive drawings are certainly not foreign to the Heritage Documentation Programs, (even 
if they were newly recognized by HABS in 2008) and are particularly utilized within the Historic 
American Engineering Record. Where HABS recording techniques of architectural structures suc-
ceeded, that same approach often failed to capture the significance of machinery or the engineering 
features of America’s industrial sites. By the late 1960s, the preservation field became aware of the 
special documentary needs of industrial structures and landscapes, and specifically within HABS, 
projects like the Dudley and Son Company Shop in Wilkinsonville, Massachusetts (Figure 3.10), 
recorded in 1967, included the placement of workstations and machinery in relation to the plan of 
the building.1 This shift lead to the 1969 establishment of HAER, through a tripartite agreement 
with the American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), the Library of Congress, and the National 
Park Service, and modeled after the Historic American Buildings Survey format. 
HAER surveys include measured drawings, large-format photography, and written historical 
reports, although their application of the media is typically much different than that of HABS. 
As is often described in literature on HAER documentation, a more diverse or multi-disciplinary 
approach to recordation was necessary to identify and document the significance of an engineering 
site. The range of industrial sites documented for HAER includes: extractive industries (iron mines, 
non-metallic minerals, etc.), bulk product industries (agriculture and rural industries, chemical 
industries, food processing, etc.), manufacturing industries, utilities infrastructure, power sourc-
es (human and animal power, water wheels, wind turbines, electric motors, etc.), transportation, 
communications, bridges/trestles/aqueducts, building technology (foundations, floor systems, roof 
systems, mechanical and electrical systems, etc.), and specialized structures and objects such as 
dams, tunnels, hydraulic works, thermal structures, materials storage, workers housing, and amuse-
ment sites.2 
The objectives of a HAER recording team generally have four aspects they focus on, as summarized 
by John R. Bowie in his article “Documentation of America’s Industrial Heritage: The Historic 
American Engineering Record.”
1) The relationship of structures to a site and the site’s unique environmental attributes,
2) The engineering and industrial processes utilized and their significance,
3) The development of the related company(ies) under its principals,
4) The actual recordation of the structures themselves.3
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The first three points complete the comprehensive understanding of the site and supplement the 
existing conditions recorded in the fourth point. However, with most industrial sites, in recording 
the mechanical and engineering processes the use of the interpretive drawing is crucial, in that it 
can represent hidden, missing, or intangible features of that process. Documenting the industrial 
process can also further explain the intention behind the design of the building as most industrial 
spaces were designed for the specific function of processes. In Recording Historic Structures, the 
section dedicated to techniques of recording industrial processes authored by Richard K. Anderson, 
Jr., begins with a thorough definition of interpretive drawings as understood by HAER:
An interpretive drawing cross-references and integrates material by putting together 
details that may otherwise appear separately in accompanying written data, photographs, 
or standard measured drawings. Interpretive drawings help the user to see significant 
relationships and features impossible to present effectively with other documentary media. 
Characteristics that invite this treatment may be structural details, a manufacturing or ma-
terials-handling process, the organization of machinery or other elements within a build-
ing or site, or the operative principles behind a particular engineering device or system. 
Interpretive drawings should be made when no other type of presentation is as efficient in 
terms of content conveyed, cost to produce, or time required for a user to study.4
Typical drawing techniques for these interpretive drawings can employ the use of isometric and 
perspective drawings to depict spatial relationships and functional relationships of and to different 
components; schematic flow charts or diagrams for showing physical movement of objects and 
parts; and cut-away drawings where the removal of certain parts reveal the function of others.5 
While these drawings may allow a certain freedom of expressing relationships, they still maintain 
a vigorous attention to technical detail. Line weights and shading techniques must be used to distin-
guish clarity in the relationships expressed in a drawing, while a curatorial eye must be used so as 
not to strain a composition with too much cross-referencing and annotation.
The use of conjecture in describing missing or severely decayed features can be an important aspect 
of the HAER interpretive drawing, so long as the conjecture is based in research and noted clear-
ly on the sheet. Additionally, some drawings, for instance in the use of perspective drawings, are 
not to scale and therefore not measurable; the acceptance of these drawings comes into play if the 
perspective drawing describes information that the written and photographic mediums cannot. The 
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primary objective of the HAER survey 
is that it both explains and records 
information, and the method of doc-
umentation must reflect that agenda 
even if it involves the use of studied 
conjecture.
The characteristics of landscapes record-
ed by the Historic American Landscape 
Survey too require that the methods of 
documentation revolve around the specific features of significance being recorded. HALS fol-
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Figure 3.12: Kokoris, Anastasios. “Basement - Ben Thresher’s Mill, State Aid No. 1, Barnet, Caledonia County, VT. HAER VT,3-BA-
CEN,1- (sheet 5 of 11).,” 1979. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/vt0013.sheet.00005a/resource/.
Figure 3.10: Keune, Russell V. “D. T. Dudley & Son Company, Main Shop, 
Providence Road, Wilkinsonville, Worcester County, MA. HABS MASS,14-
WILK,1A- (sheet 1 of 4).,” 1967. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/resource/hhh.
ma0580.sheet.00001a/.
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Figure 3.12: Anderson, Richard K. Jr. “Section A-A - Ben Thresher’s 
Mill, State Aid No. 1, Barnet, Caledonia County, VT. HAER 
VT,3-BACEN,1- (sheet 8of 11).,” 1981. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/
item/vt0013.sheet.00008a/resource/.
Figure 3.14: Brooks, Pete. “McKee Street Bridge Reinforcing, 
Spanning Buffalo Bayou, Houston, Harris County, TX. HAER 
TX,101-HOUT,8- (sheet 4 of 4).,” 2000. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/
item/tx0948.sheet.00004a/resource/.
Figure 3.13: Brooks, Pete. “McKee Street Bridge Reinforcing, 
Spanning Buffalo Bayou, Houston, Harris County, TX. HAER 
TX,101-HOUT,8- (sheet 2 of 4).,” 2000. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/
item/tx0948.sheet.00002a/resource/
Figure 3.15: Bowie, John R. “Adirondack Iron & Steel Company, 
New Furnace, Hudson River, Tahawus, Essex County, NY. HAER 
NY,16-TAHA,1- (sheet 8 of 13).,” 1978. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/
item/ny0915.sheet.00008a/resource/.
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lows the same system of 
surveying as its sister pro-
grams HABS and HAER, 
in that surveys incorpo-
rate measured drawings, 
large-format photography, 
and written historical 
reports. As the HABS and 
HAER programs reached 
the end of the past centu-
ry, the increasingly grow-
ing amount of drawings 
focusing on landscape 
elements, in conjunction 
with increasingly refined 
approaches to landscape 
preservation, precipitated the creation of the HALS program in 2000 and formally made a perma-
nent federal program in 2010 through a tripartite agreement between the National Park Service, the 
American Society of Landscape Architects (ASLA), and the Library of Congress. The same rigorous 
standards, determination of significance, and planning objects of HABS/HAER projects apply to 
HALS projects.
As HALS documents historic landscape, the scope of the area being covered, the relationship of 
the built structures to the natural or manmade features, and natural elements of geography heavily 
determine the content of the surveys. Similarly to HABS and HAER, the details recorded within a 
HALS survey directly correlates with the planning objects of the survey. As published in the NPS 
brochure “HALS 101: The Historic American Landscape Survey,” measured documentation:
…Requires varying levels of detail depending on their ultimate use. Drawings that are 
intended to provide the basis for landscape restoration will require extensive dimensions 
and annotations to record the necessary historical and conditional information, while 
drawings intended for maintenance purposes may require little more than material or 
plant indications and dimensions for calculating gross areas requiring treatment. Mea-
sured drawings produced as mitigation may be the last recordation of a landscape slated 
for demolition or alteration, making recordation of a site’s entire set of salient features 
important for future generations.6
3.4
Figure 3.16: Sikora, Dorota. “Motorist Experience - Great Smoky Mountains National Park 
Roads & Bridges, Gatlinburg, Sevier County, TN. HAER TENN,78-GAT.V,6- (sheet 6 of 11).,” 
1996. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/tn0275.sheet.00006a/resource/
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Similarly to HAER, HALS measured drawings often need to rely on interpretive drawings to convey 
the evolution of vegetation growth of a site over time, the natural phenomena occurring on the 
site such as water-tables and soil systems, or perspectival depictions of the spatial relationships of 
gardens, parkways, monuments, and other types of landscape that would otherwise not be under-
stood in conventional plans or elevations. The HALS Guidelines for Drawing, in addition to provid-
ing technical advice on how to produce drawings such as plans, sections, isometrics, cut-aways, and 
details for drawing hardscapes and vegetation, even go so far as to offer suggestions for additional 
interpretive drawings:
 3.3.14 Additional Drawings
Additional drawing methods that can be explored for depicting a landscape are:
•	 Analysis Mapping Plans which delineate certain analytical data relevant
to the site (such as topographical/slope analysis, watershed analysis, or
cultural assessments.) Analysis mapping may rely heavily upon GIS data
or other analytical mapping techniques.
•	 Mass/Space Plan A plan which graphically delineates vegetation or other
site features and the spaces devoid of such features. These plans typically
show the organization of spaces within a site.
•	 Site Evolution Plans A series of plans which show the changes in a
landscape over time.
•	 Material Schedules A plan which delineates the locations of specific
materials used on a site. This plan would typically include a graphic key
indicating specific material locations.
•	 Seasonal Color Plans A series or individual plan which delineates the
location of certain seasonal colors of vegetation. Delineators should use
the Munsell. Book of Color for demarcating different color areas on the
plan.7

From highlighting the drawing practices of HABS/HAER/HALS, it is evidently clear that two-thirds 
of the National Park Service Heritage Documentation Programs are intimately familiar with the 
notion of interpretation within the field of heritage documentation. HABS, the matriarch of the 
three programs, has only in recent years recognized through its drawing guidelines an interpretive 
approach to documentation, officially suggesting that interpretation should be part of its documen-
tation practice where relevant. By the means of this official recognition, the question then becomes 
how HABS can incorporate the idea of the interpretive drawing within its already established and 
respected recording methodology, and have the interpretive drawing be an equal contributor along-
side the program’s more traditional drawing techniques. Both HAER and HALS, since their incep-
tion, have recognized that their approach to measured drawings needed to exist within the doctrine 
of HABS but also step outside it in order to accomplish their goal of comprehensive documentation 
of the significant features of their subjects. HAER especially has demonstrated quite masterfully 
the successes of balancing interpretation and technique to explain industrial process. Preservation 
ideology has since advanced the idea of what is significant and valuable in architectural heritage by 
including non-traditional, intangible, or culturally associated ideas of value as equally as important 
as the physicality of the object, and HABS interpretive drawings are the program’s opportunity to 
mirror itself to contemporary heritage preservation ideology. The following chapter will discuss in 
detail how HABS can and should utilize the interpretive drawing to further its goals of accessible, 
uniform, and accurate documentation of America’s built heritage.  
3.4
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Figure 3.17: Melrose, Betsy. “Traces: Vermont Woodland Flora, Walls and 
Fences, Granite Property Markers, and Wolf Tree - Marsh-Billings-Rocke-
feller National Historical Park, 54 Elm Street, Woodstock, Windsor 
County, VT. HALS VT-1 (sheet 17 of 19).,” 2002. 
Figure 3.20: Grosse, Alan. “Brethren’s Workshop Area Waterworks - 
North Family, Mount Lebanon Shaker Village, 202 Shaker Road, New 
Lebanon, Columbia County, NY. HALS NY-7 (sheet 26 of 29).,” 2009. 
Figure 3.18: Melrose, Betsy. “Soil and Constructed Water Systems - 
Marsh-Billings-Rockefeller National Historical Park, 54 Elm Street, 
Woodstock, Windsor County, VT. HALS VT-1 (sheet 5 of 19).,” 
2002.
Figure 3.19: Driapsa, David J. “Contextual Plan, Macro Scale, Wa-
terworks Analysis - North Family, Mount Lebanon Shaker Village, 
202 Shaker Road, New Lebanon, Columbia County, NY. HALS NY-7 
(sheet 6 of 29).,” 2009. 
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Figure 3.20: Grosse, Alan. “Brethren’s Workshop Area Waterworks - North Family, Mount Lebanon Shaker Village, 202 
Shaker Road, New Lebanon, Columbia County, NY. HALS NY-7 (sheet 26 of 29).,” 2009. http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/
ny2059.sheet.00026a/resource/.
Figure 3.21: Meessmann, Andrew. “North Family Upper Millpond and Lumber and Grist Mill Sections - North Family, 
Mount Lebanon Shaker Village, 202 Shaker Road, New Lebanon, Columbia County, NY. HALS NY-7 (sheet 21 of 29).,” 2009. 
http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/ny2059.sheet.00021a/resource/.






1  “Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation;  
 Notice of Revisions,” 68 Federal Register 139 (July 21, 2003), pp 43160.
2  As per the Standards: “The selection of the appropriate documentation level will vary   
from one project to the next. For mitigation documentation projects, this level will be    
selected by the National Park Service Regional Office and communicated to the    
agency responsible for completing the documentation.” “Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for 
Architectural and Engineering Documentation; Notice of Revisions,” 43161.
3  Level I standard of documentation can also be applied to projects without this national 
level of significance. For instance, a private owner may want to complete a fully comprehensive 
drawing and photograph set before rehabilitation and may include this in a survey, as long as they 
adhere to HABS/HAER/HALS archival standards.
4 While these are the official guidelines of each Level of significance and are used as guides 
for practitioners, current in-house practices suggest that any existing drawings be included as fig-
ures in the written history or field notes. 
5  The Standards state quite plainly “no part of the measured drawings shall be produced 
from hypothesis or non-measurement related activities.” The quality standards also dictate that the 
written data be based on primary sources, with the exception of adequate secondary sources for 
Level III projects. Important to note here is also that if there is any questionability of a source, “a 
frank assessment of the reliability and limitations of the sources shall be included.” “Secretary of 
the Interior’s Guidelines for Architectural and Engineering Documentation; Notice of Revisions,” 
43161.
6  An incredible online display of non-traditional materials submitted for HABS/HAER/
HALS projects can be accessed through the NPS website: http://www.nps.gov/history/hdp/exhibits/
multimedia/index.html
7  John A. Burns, “Recording Historic Structures: New Philosophies, New Techniques, New 
Technologies” (Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress, 1983), 226.
8  U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Historic American Buildings Survey., and Mark Schara, HABS 
Guidelines: Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings, 2008, http://
www.nps.gov/history/hdp/standards/HABS_drawings.pdf.
9  U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Historic American Buildings Survey, and Robert R. Arzola, 
“HABS Guidelines: Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings,” 2005, 
http://www.nps.gov/history/hdp/standards/HABS/graphics/HABS_DWGS_GUIDE_2005.pdf. This 
2005 version of the 2001 publication was reformatted for online access.
10  Ibid.
1
11  For instance, known changes or alterations were to be indicated through unique line-
weights and line characteristics (like a dashed line) on plans, sections or elevations. These graphic 
standards were discussed in previous guidelines prior to the 1994 HABS Guidelines: Recording 
Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings, however it is only with the 1994 publi-
cation that specific reference to independent drawings of these alterations was made.
12  U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Historic American Buildings Survey, and Arzola, “HABS Guide-
lines: Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings,” 62.
13  U.S. Dept. of the Interior, Historic American Buildings Survey., and Schara, HABS Guide-
lines: Recording Historic Structures and Sites with HABS Measured Drawings, 3.
14  Ibid., 16.
15  Komas, “Historic Building Documentation in the United States, 1933-2000: The Historic 
American Buildings Survey, A Case Study,” 172.
16  John R. Bowie, “Documentation of America’s Industrial Heritage: The Historic American 
Engineering Record,” Bulletin of the Association for Preservation Technology 17, no. 1 (January 1, 
1985): 47, doi:10.2307/1494067.
17  This list is based off of an appendix on Bowie’s “Documentation of America’s Industrial 
Heritage: The Historic American Engineering Record,” which relied on HAER project classification 
categories.
18  Bowie, “Documentation of America’s Industrial Heritage,” 55.
19  Richard K. Anderson, “Recording An Industrial Process,” in Recording Historic Structures, 
2nd ed. (Hoboken, N.J: John Wiley & Sons, 2004), 242.
20  Ibid.
21  Historic American Landscape Survey and National Park Service, “HALS 101: The Historic 
American Landscape Survey,” 4, accessed March 26, 2014, http://www.nps.gov/history/hdp/stan-
dards/HALS/HALSBrochure.pdf.
22  The Jaeger Company, Historic American Landscape Survey, and National Park Service, 
“Historic American Landscape Survey Guidelines for Drawings,” July 2005, 33, http://www.nps.gov/
history/hdp/standards/HALS/HALSDrawingsGuidelines.pdf.

Chapter 4: Problem & Solution
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4.1 Problem & Solution
The creation of HABS in 1933 helped to usher in the now-widely held belief that architectural 
significance can be applied to “the complete resume of the builder’s art,” expanding heritage into 
the vernacular, natural and cultural landscapes, ensembles of buildings, and other subjects that are 
significant to specific groups of society. In a series of reports published by the Getty Conservation 
Institute in the late 1990s and early 2000s, research was conducted on the value and benefits of 
cultural heritage conservation, addressing the advancing and diverse contemporary understanding 
of value and significance in the preservation field, including the contributions of programs like 
HABS.1 The reports, acknowledging that the professions of preservation and conservation was until 
recent times a small, isolated field of experts and specialists, sought to understand how the field has 
changed due to the expansion of the field. “These groups of citizens, of professionals from other 
fields, and of representatives of special interests arrive in the heritage field with their own criteria 
and opinions—their own ‘values’ which often differ from our own as heritage specialists.”2 The 
recent democratization of these many groups has changed the heritage field and questioned the old 
canons; “the opinions of the specialists are not taken as articles of faith; and heritage decisions are 
recognized as complex negotiations to which diverse stakeholders bring their own values.”3 An in-
clusive approach, then, was recommended by these reports in the process of heritage conservation, 
expanding upon the traditional conservation methods remaining at the core.4 
The advantage of HABS incorporating interpretive drawings is that it helps bridge the program to 
include not only a wider typology of drawings, but to expand to a wider audience of both heritage 
professionals, tertiary groups and professionals, and the general public. It is a step to make the 
program more inclusive, similarly to how conservation and other heritage fields are becoming more 
inclusive. Drawings that reveal, or interpret, heritage subjects can facilitate a higher level of under-
standing of the subject. While HABS has made use of some form and level of interpretation within 
its surveys throughout its lifetime, the 2008 Drawing Guideline’s inclusion and official recognition 
of interpretation as its own genre of drawing has the potential to propel the program into uncharted 
territory of accessibility and comprehension. This potential can be extremely powerful and relevant 
when considering the recent explorations and academic research in the heritage field and when 
considering recent dialogue around the goals and pertinent objectives of HABS in a contemporary 
context.
HABS in the digital age faces many challenges. Balancing new technologies, recording techniques, 
and production methods with standards for quality and archival stability has become a contentious 
topic of discussion in the face of shrinking federal budgets and changes in architectural practice. 
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While the collection itself is becoming ever popular, fewer students and professionals are generating 
drawings to HABS standards than in the past. 5 The ease of new digital devices and software, cou-
pled with changing methodological shifts in architectural education has contributed to this decline. 
The rigorous and high recording standards too have been called into question, suggesting whether 
or not they may be relevant when resources and time are restricted for recording endangered sites, 
let alone the many other sites that are deserving of documentation.6 Catherine Lavoie, the cur-
rent HABS Chief, despite these challenges suggested that “still, HABS must develop strategies to 
encourage greater participation in the recording process. Such strategies should include providing 
more outreach to students and professionals interested in undertaking documentation to HABS 
standards and codifying levels of recording that are appropriate to the significance of the site or 
structures and the resources available.”7
The intensive recording methodology is still highly valued among historians and architects as 
revealed by a series of symposiums sponsored by HABS in 2008 to celebrate its 75th anniversary. 
These symposiums, one co-sponsored by the Vernacular Architecture Forum (VAF), and the other 
co-sponsored by the Library of Congress, brought together academics, public and private profes-
sionals, state preservation offices, and private institutions to explore and reevaluate the issue of 
HABS in contemporary documentation practice. Contributors affirmed that the HABS collection 
is a vital asset for historic and architectural documentation, and consensually agreed that while the 
standards could be burdensome, they were necessary in promoting the uniformity and reliability of 
the archive and the intensive recording methodology employed in the field as a means for studying 
historic architecture.8 Engaging students and professionals, then, is a crucial agenda for HABS to 
undertake for the continued growth of the collection. It is the intention of this thesis to suggest that 
the production and creation of interpretive drawings may be an avenue for this engagement, in 
addition to facilitating a higher level of understanding of a historic subject.
Another contemporary issue affecting HABS and the other Heritage Documentation Programs is 
the increasing number of subjects being recorded that are from the recent past. These subjects can 
be different from 19th or early 20th century structures in that they may have extensive existing doc-
umentation archived and made available, as the likelihood of documentation from the recent past 
surviving intact is greater than for significantly older sites. This documentation may also expand 
beyond conventional architectural construction drawings to include design and process drawings 
or even construction photography. The Secretary of Interior Standards indicate that if sufficient 
existing documentation exists (to HABS standards) then the production of new drawings may not 
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be needed,9 but this standard may become less ideal if the subjects increasingly make the process of 
creating new drawings obsolete. To that end, architectural subjects that are intellectualized works 
of design may require drawings describing said process of design or the connection between design 
process and the as-built structures to represent their significant value(s) in the HDP archives. These 
subjects from the mid to late 20th century also challenge the current standards, but perhaps through 
the use of the interpretive drawing, an answer can be found.
What is not being suggested in this thesis is the removal of the intensive standards for documenta-
tion, given the field’s relative embrace of the integrity and methodology they represent as previously 
identified. Nor am I suggesting the removal of using traditional, or conventional, drawing tech-
niques and representations, such as plans, sections, and the like. Instead, as understood in Chapter 
2 in the evaluation of the power of the interpretive drawing already established in the Heritage 
Documentation Programs, my intention is to establish how the interpretive drawing can not only 
reinvigorate the HDP, but also facilitate a deeper, more comprehensive understanding of the built 
environment, and that the production of these drawings can occur more consistently in surveys 
using available digital software and tools. 
As has been discussed in previous portions of this thesis, HABS and its sister programs have 
embraced changing technologies and methods of production over its lifetime, from manual field 
measuring and recording, to large-format photography, photogrammetry, laser scanning, digital 
photography, and CAD. Currently however, the archive does not accept digital records due to the 
unstable nature of storing (and then accessing) digital files and will continue to do so until the stan-
dards for their production and stability are developed and tested to guarantee their survival over 
time.10 Factors involve the cost of storing digital files, the necessary information technology infra-
structure, quality control of the digital files, media degradation and file errors which compromise 
storage sustainability and use.11 While this is currently archival procedure, given that the majority 
of drawings are produced using CAD, HABS/HAER/HALS will accept digital files on a compact 
disc as part of the field notes.12 As part of the field notes, these compact discs can be accessed by the 
public upon request if they exist for a survey, but are not part of the official Library of Congress ar-
chive. Digital tools, from CAD to the 3D point cloud data generated by laser scanning, have become 
heavily relied on for HDP survey work and production of measured drawings. While the archival 
community debates and tests methods for digital stability, HABS/HAER/HALS must balance the 
anticipation of these digital files becoming accessible as part of the official archive in the future and 
the need to work within the accepted constructs of archive stability in the form of 2D production.  
4.1 
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What will be evaluated in the following pages are the tools that digital software provides in the 
manipulation, creation, simulation, and analysis of heritage subjects for recordation. While specific 
software programs and technology may be referenced, focus will be on the mechanics of the soft-
ware and not the intricacies of product-specific proprietary software.13 This is due to the seemingly 
immediate nature of technological creation and evolution, where obsolescence in file type and ap-
plication occurs regularly, but the mechanical tools of one software will reincarnate from version to 
version or be adapted to another type of software and built upon (as the idea of layer management 
has been incorporated into multiple types of software, for instance). The digital tools evaluated will 
concern data manipulation, as opposed to data collection.
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4.2 Evaluation of Digital Tools
“The unification of documentation in a single electronic model links informational data with graphical 
representation, and it enables the model to be a resilient tool.”1
Both digital and analog technology mediate the physical world into a representation, whether it is 
the measuring tape translating an object’s length into a numerical system of measurement or a laser 
recording locational points in a field as a point-cloud. As the draftsman uses interpretive drawing to 
establish relationships between unique types of data, so too do many digital tools commonly used 
in the architectural, engineering and heritage fields operate on the basis of data linkage. At its most 
basic, Computer Aided Drafting, or CAD, digitally mechanizes drafting, but the capabilities of CAD 
software have dramatically advanced since its inception to include much more than a direct con-
version of analog 2D drafting on paper. The digital 2D drafting file using vector lines, points, and 
arcs can be articulated in three dimensions as objects, or extrusions of the 2D vector graphics on an 
X-Y coordinate system into the Z-axis, or third dimension. Computer Aided Design and Drafting 
(CADD), the evolution of CAD, is a database, or collection of data that provides an environment for 
input-based commands for streamlining design processes, drafting, documentation, and manufac-
turing processes.2 Contemporary CADD software generates a slew of different input-based com-
mands and data management techniques, but generally range in scope from:
o 2D & 3D drafting
o 3D modeling
o Information layer management 
o External file referencing & group collaboration
o Analytical computation and organization
o Physical phenomena simulation and analysis
o Animation
o Geo-referencing, or location services3
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Software may incorporate one, many, or all of these techniques, but typically will take a specialized 
approach to accomplish a particular industry goal.4 Another way of understanding the combina-
tion of these different techniques is by defining them as one of three categories of technological 
manipulation: a) Data-management, or the integration of different information and the consequent 
relationships created; b) As-found conditions technologies, or the manipulation of as-found data 
such as existing drawings, photographs, photogrammetric negatives, and laser scanned informa-
tion; and c) Performance-determining technologies, or technologies that use real-world simulation 
for performance-based analysis.5
2D drafting typically employs the use of information layer management, where each “layer” is a lay-
er of information associated with a particular set of data, inputted by the user, which can be turned 
on and off depending on the objectives of the output, or plotted drawing. When drafting measured 
drawings, the use of layers can expand a base drawing into infinite complexity, with each type of 
physical aspect of the structure (walls, doors, mechanical equipment, stairs, etc.) on its own layer. 
The National Park Service standard CAD drafting software is AutoCAD, which is also an industry 
standard in the architectural and engineering fields.6  
Modeling in 3D enables the data input to be represented as a volume, or a 3D object. Scale and 
proportion generally relate to real-world dimensions, and the object can be moved and visualized 
within the software through the control of a computer mouse or digitizing tablet as though it were 
moved and visualized by rotation of a hand holding an object. 2D drafted drawings can be “extrud-
ed,” or given depth in the Z-axis, to create a 3D object, such as a 2D perimeter of a wall extrud-
ed vertically in the digital environment to give it height as a surface. The inclusion of an added 
coordinate dimension (Z-axis) is what separates 3D modeling from drafting. 3D visualization 
software also typically utilizes information layer management, where objects exist on layers in the 
same way that 2D vectors might in drafting software, enabling the user to control how information 
is displayed. Many modeling programs also give the user control over geometric constraints, either 
of the objects independently, to one another (making objects dependent on one another), or to 
coordinates (such as locking an object to a particular location in space). Software for 3D modeling 
can produce outputs for printing 2D images in the form of extracted, or captured (like a camera 
would) images, vector lines for drawings, and renderings for printing; or, it can generate a mechan-
ical output command for machinery operations. There are many industry standard products for 3D 
modeling, such as Revit, Rhinoceros, Maya, and 3ds Max.
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Once software establishes the mode in which it will operate in (2D, 3D, or both), specialized com-
mands and computation can be applied and controlled by the user. Commands for economizing 
drafting production, for instance, such as “snapping” to a user-defined measured grid or parameter 
of a vector, point or arc, can help generate orthogonal drafting more efficiently than if the user had 
to operate a mouse exactly as they would operate pen on paper. Constraints between 3D objects can 
be defined and executed, for instance, as a parametric (meaning an establish parameter) application 
that directly links an object to dimensional and/or mathematical variables for a variety of purposes 
and properties.7 In this instance, when an object that is parametrically linked to a variable (like a 
dimension, coordinate location, or other object) is modified, its linked parameters will dynamical-
ly modify as well and vice versa. Software commands can even be extended to launch particular 
computational processes in software relating to real-world simulations of weather, day-lighting, 
and energy use; commands can exist too for running calculations for analysis (like determining 
area in a volume or of a surface). Products from these types of software can be 2D prints, images 
or drawings, but can also be in the form animation or video, with certain software incorporating 
camera-like manipulation to produce moving images. Still even further, the output can be in form 
of mechanical instructions for the production of laser cutting, CNC (computer numerical control) 
routing, or 3D printing.
What these tools provide is the mechanism for describing, mediating, and the translation of input 
data into an output that establishes a relationship, or connective tissue, between input data. In 
heritage documentation projects, the management of data for historic subjects can be an enormous 
task, given the scope of multidisciplinary data for each subject. One particular process for apply-
ing software in this way is through Building Information Modeling, or BIM. BIM is typically a 3D 
model of the geometry of a building, but within the model is embedded information pertaining to 
the construction, materials, assemblies, and spaces within the building, and as such acts as a virtual 
representation of the supplied database of information.8 BIM is other than 3D drafting in that it can 
communicate more than simply the form of a structure, because the software allows the 3D form to 
include data relating to identification and inventory of parts, materials, and assemblies, but it can 
also incorporate phasing of multiple points in history and alterations of the building over time.9 A 
popular model for Building Information Modeling is Revit, from the same suite of software that 
AutoCAD and 3ds Max belong to.
4.2 
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As digital technology has penetrated most aspects of the modern world, its effect on the architec-
tural practice and architectural education has been equally profound. Fluency in modeling and 
drafting software is becoming more and more standard, and is particularly emphasized in archi-
tectural education. Top academic architectural programs in the United States typically include 
introductory courses on CADD software in the first year of coursework, sometimes even requiring 
introductory courses as a prerequisite for applying and acceptance into the program. As a stu-
dent progresses throughout their education, the mastery and application of digital tools becomes 
increasingly more complex for the goal of producing clear, beautiful, and compelling design work. 
As David M. Foxe writes in “Building Information Modeling for Constructing the Past and Its 
Future,” he states, “as more young practitioners and students fluent with modeling software navigate 
the practical connections between parametrically defined forms and realities of construction, their 
skills in geometry and modeling can be readily adapted to the geometric and computational fluency 
for preservation efforts using BIM and other tools.”10,11 In addressing HABS and the other programs 
of HDP that rely on student involvement in the creation of measured drawings for the surveys, ac-
knowledging and taking advantage of this emergence of digital fluency could be a vital opportunity 
to inject interest back into the lagging participation of these programs.
With the understanding that contemporary tools can manage and link data as a single electronic 
model and database, a logical step in their application for heritage documentation would be to use 
these tools for extracting interpretive relationships through the medium of drawing. The architec-
ture of digital tools lends itself for this kind of production because the files themselves are artifacts 
of interpretation, a blend of the discreet decisions the user made in inputting specific data and 
the translation of said data within the digital software into representational, graphic and textual 
outputs. Manipulating the vast layers of data in a digital model, the user would mirror the displayed 
information in the model to match the significance features an interpretive drawing would commu-
nicate. The complexity of the resulting drawing would be appropriate to both HABS guidelines and 
the Secretary of Interior Standards, reflecting the necessary level of documentation required for both 
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Figure 4.1: Translation of Value of a Heritage Subject. Raw input, or objective infromation of a subject is translated via digital tools into 
an output that defines intelligent and curated relationships between the original data (or the themes understood in interpretive drawings). 
By Susan Bopp. 
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4.3 Drawing as a Tool for Analysis
The complexity of the interpretive drawing relies on the complexity of analysis that is completed 
through the act of drawing and the type of data collected to work from. Thinking through drawing 
has been a process that has been discussed in depth throughout time, from the likes of Leon Battista 
Alberti to more recently Stan Allen and Robin Evans, and many others. Lines of a drawing are only 
that: lines of ink on paper – their associative value to that of architecture is only translated in the 
mind by the architect. The plan, section, and elevation are like a language, or tools of communica-
tion. They are the means for the architect to negotiate the gap between idea (design) and material 
(build), a transformation of reality by indirect means.1 There exists power in representation due to 
its inherently abstract character, but only if it remains true to abstraction, not in its false mission to 
“transcribe, or fix something as ephemeral as visual perception,” to quote Evans.2 But perception of 
architecture is still necessary in how the architect interprets architecture, and Marco Frascari states 
in his essay “Lines As Architectural Thinking,”
Architects can draw the lines of a building in direct sight, reconstruct the lines of a demol-
ished structure, or devise the lines for a future building. The common denominator in all 
these procedures is the making visible of that which is invisible. Through a peculiar and 
curious procedure of de-composition, selection and re-composition, through a polysemic 
use of lines, architects can trace rooms, structures and building details whose functions 
become self-evident in the composition of he lines that will never actually be seen in the 
constructed building. However, it is essential for presenting the inner and outer spaces 
simultaneously and revealing the many temporal sequences of architectural perception. 
The building is represented in its entirety but there is no necessary likeness between the 
lines and the original.3
In heritage documentation, what does this inherent abstraction of drawing mean for interpretation 
of value and significance? The drawing can become the ground for analysis of value and signifi-
cance, through the act of an architect trying to capture the elements of a building onto paper. Simon 
Unwin suggests that the paper, or computer screen, which is drawn on becomes “the surface on 
which the architecture of a building is forged, in preparation for its eventual realization in physical 
form. It is also on this ‘ground’ that the mind of the analyst can access the lineaments [a term as 
defined by Alberti as the intellectual instruments of control over the form of a building] embedded 
in the work, by redrawing it.”4 Unwin further argues that by the draftsman engaging the existing 
building through drawing and understanding that architecture’s lineaments, the draftsman enters 
the same ‘arena’ in which the architecture of the building was enacted. The mind then becomes both 
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receptive and an involved actor in architectural analysis.5  By an architect engaging in the analysis 
of drawing historic architecture, by these definitions, the threshold that the analyst enters between 
idea and reality is where the true power of engagement with the subject exists. The complexity of 
interpretative drawings, then, should encompass this engagement with the subject. “Interpretation 
is the revelation of a larger truth that lies behind any statement of fact,” Freeman Tilden wrote in 
1957;6 perhaps entering into the original arena of the historic structure is where the larger truth lies.
Another approach of the application of the interpretive drawing within HABS surveys could be 
the use of the diagram in all Level I, II & III surveys. In particular, a discussion concerning Level 
III surveys and the place of the drawing could be addressed through the use of the diagram. As 
time and resources are limited, and in conjunction with the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Interior Standards, Level III surveys may only include a sketch drawing, typically a plan, neatly 
drawn by hand on archive bond paper to be included with the field notes if relevant. A suggestion 
that may advance the cause of the interpretive drawing would be to recommend the inclusion of a 
diagram drawing, with the same resolution applied. In this case, the diagram would be a drawing of 
a distilled reduction of information, abstracting the building to its essential form and its significant 
features.7 
These diagrams would highlight content in a highly graphic and simplified manner, using as few 
lines and tricks as necessary to convey a point. The advantage of this style of abstraction would 
promote further and honor the idea that a drawing is only a placeholder for a building, bridging the 
gap between the translation of essential significance and the physical reality of the building, but still 
communicate through the medium of drawing the value of the building. An example of this type 
of diagram would be as simple as drawing a sketch plan not in an orthogonal top view, but from an 
isometric angle, incorporating depth; overall dimensioning would still be labeled and the organiza-
tional scheme of the plan still legible. The isometric would allow for an extrusion of the structure’s 
massing as an outline of its perimeter, three-dimensional form, to be drawn above the plan, with 
the opportunity for the inclusion of basic elevation and sectional information to be overlayed as 
well. Should it be relevant, additional diagrammatic information could be additionally overlaid, 
such as important sun exposures, circulation paths to and from the building, or landscape features 
situated around the building. 
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The diagram in this application, a variant of the interpretive drawing, could supply a relatively 
in-depth but simple analysis of the heritage subject being documented in the archive of the sur-
vey. Production of these drawings could be done through the use of digital tools as described in 
previous pages, or even manually by hand as is currently the standard. The freedom these Level III 
sketch drawings (both digitally and manually) enjoy in their untethered connection to the intense 
measured drawing guidelines should be taken advantage of through the use of the reductive, but 
informative and accurately referenced diagram. However that is not to say that the diagram should 
not be included in Level I & II surveys; certainly the power in their representation could fulfill the 
guidelines while communicating effectively. Since Level III surveys are typically subjects of the 
vernacular or have limited recording resources, a drawing that conveys as much information as 
efficiently and accurately as possible produced would elevate the survey into a more comprehensive 
record of the subject documented. 
4.3
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4.4 The Digital Artifact
Even though the stable archiving of digital data is still undergoing intensive debate and formula-
tion, the ubiquitous nature of digital technology cannot be ignored in the heritage field outside of 
documentation. High level 3D imaging for the conservation and restoration of objects has become 
widely used and methodologically applied in conservation labs, while museum collections are 
increasingly being scanned and made accessible as a digital, interactive collection to be accessed 
either within the museum staff circles and/or the general public through online accessible ar-
chives.1 HABS/HAER/HALS too has within the recent decade begun to display some of these digital 
outputs, such as animated fly-through videos of 3D modeling of HDP projects through its NPS 
website. It may not be so far off to imagine in the future an online collection, through the NPS and 
Library of Congress website, of digital files that were created in the process of documentation.2 
A framework of resolution of the displayed digital file would have to be addressed, given the nature 
of specialized skill involved in working with and comprehending files of point-cloud data, or under-
standing the complexity of 3D modeling with complex layer information management, or even the 
platform the file would operate on natively. But the products produced by these digital files, such as 
a dynamic animation, video, or even 3D object files that could be taken to a 3D printing shop and 
printed, would not necessarily require the same specialized skill in their digestion by the general 
public. “The delight that naïve people take in a skillful simulation [of heritage subjects] should 
not be confused with a naïve understanding [of the subject],”3 an important point to remember 
when discussing the topic of heritage tourism (or in this case, the more abstract online tourism of 
heritage through the accessing of a digital archive). In fact, in this moment in time in the digital age, 
it may be a unique cultural moment where the general public is perfectly baptized in the doctrine 
of digital consumption, and an accessible display of digitalized heritage documentation would be 
well received and enjoyed. The display of video and interactive 3D imaging through online media 
has been well articulated in the new millennium, with repositories such as Google Earth accepting 
user generated 3D files in KML file formats, or web browser plug-ins and WebGL (Web Graphics 
Library, a Javascript application programming interface, or API) generated for the specific purpose 
of displaying detailed, high quality interactive 3D models on compatible web browsers.4
On the working end of the digital file as artifact, the content contained within a file has the poten-
tial for an almost infinite amount of output. Layers can be turned on and off; 3D models spun, cut, 
ghosted; views can be endlessly manipulated in their aspect ratios or in the zooming in and out of 
displayed content; vector drawings, photo-realistic renders, or even 3D prints can be produced from 
a digital file with enough resolution modeled. The digital file could be akin to an archeological site, 
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where after the initial mining of information has been conducted, the site is left in tact for future 
revisiting with more advanced mechanisms for extraction and data comprehension. The following 
was written by Jean-Paul Saint-Aubin in 1990 in reference to photogrammetric negatives, but has 
been adapted for understanding the afterlife of the digital file by replacing the references to photo-
grammetry and replacing them with the digital file:
On the one hand, the [digital files] are like an x-ray of the volume of the edifice, whatever 
its size or complexity. On the other hand, the [files] represent a global memory always 
available to deliver through a wide spectrum of treatments, graphic or numerical, a perti-
nent analysis of the building even when it has disappeared. [Digital files] thus constitutes 
an effective and very powerful means of arranging for the future in that it offers today 
the certainty of being able to respond tomorrow to any future questions regarding forms, 
dimensions, or proportions of the architecture – and this without having these responses 
tainted by hypothesis of regularity or of preconceived and subjective interpretation, as we 
usually have in the case of traditional renderings.5
Once the digital files have been successfully archived through whichever means is decided upon 
in the future for HDP stable archived documentation, the data embedded within the files would 
be extremely valuable as an active file, or an active archeological site, used by the professional.6 It 
would then be up to the professional evaluating the digital file to use their judgment to produce an 
output, like the interpretive drawing, that is both scholarly and coherent; the data mined from a 
digital artifact would have to be processed in this way for the data to have valuable use. Even if the 
application of this archeological mining of existing digital files created during heritage documen-
tation is delayed in the context of HDP archival stability, anticipation of the future use of these files 
should be considered for their potential use and contribution to advancing the methodology of 
heritage documentation production.
To restate the problem: the advantage of HABS incorporating interpretive drawings is that it moti-
vates the program to include not only a wider typology of drawings, but to expand to a wider audi-
ence of both heritage professionals, tertiary groups and professionals, and the general public. It is 
a step to make the program more inclusive, similarly to how conservation and other heritage fields 
are becoming more inclusive. Drawings that reveal, or interpret, heritage subjects can facilitate 
a higher level of understanding of the subject, and the production of these interpretive drawings 
can be done through the use of contemporary digital tools. These tools can be categorized into the 
4.4
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following three typologies: a) Data-management, or the integration of different information and the 
consequent relationships created; b) As-found conditions technologies, or the manipulation of as-
found data such as existing drawings, photographs, photogrammetric negatives, and laser scanned 
information; and c) Performance-determining technologies, or technologies that use real-world 
simulation for performance-based analysis. Through the negotiation and management of data pro-
vided by digital tools, interpretive drawings produced by these technologies can define relationships 
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Chapter 5: Creating & Evaluating 
the Production of Interpretive Drawings
10
.1 Case Studies
The digital tools, or mechanisms for data management and interpretation, described in this last 
chapter are tested through a series of case studies. Using the case study methodology of research 
and evaluation enables both the use of general, and specific, methods of drawing production to be 
analyzed and interpreted in an immediate and concise manner. While the case studies are equally 
about digital file management and creation, the generated outputs for these files are in the form of 
the 2D interpretive drawing, which is the main focus of analysis and discussion. 
The reasoning behind producing static, 2D output is so that the drawing can be evaluated with-
in the current standards of HABS measured drawing guidelines. The potential of digital files, as 
already considered, could be for the future production of infinite outputs of various modes beyond 
the 2D drawing; however, understanding and respecting the established value and benefits of the 
HABS/HAER/HALS standards for their clarity and uniformity of information was an important 
consideration when defining the boundaries of the case studies. 
The subjects of the three case studies that are analyzed were chosen from existing HABS/HAER/
HALS surveys of varying age. The first two subjects have potential for interpretive drawings that 
would describe some kind of intangible or experiential quality of the site and its architecture that 
was deemed significant but was not represented in the existing drawings, while the last subject 
was chosen for its extensive amount of manually created documentation, but lack of cohesive and 
immediate understanding of how the disparate pieces of documentation connected to one another. 
Each case study includes a project summary of the heritage subject and of the objectives behind the 
interpretive drawing, an evaluation of the digital tools used and the significance highlighted in the 
interpretive drawing made possible by those digital tools, and a summary of results. Process imag-
ery is used to supplement the analysis of drawing creation. 
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CASE STUDIES:
5.2 Gettysburg Cyclorama Building
Cyclorama Building, 125 Taneytown Road, Gettysburg, Adams County, PA. HABS PA-
6709. Survey completed in 2004. (http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/pa3988/)
5.3 Ellis Island, Contagious Disease Hospital Measles Ward A
Ellis Island, Contagious Disease Hospital Measles Ward A, New York Harbor, New York, 
New York County, NY. HABS NY-6086-T. Survey completed in 2010. (http://www.loc.gov/
pictures/item/ny2377/)
5.4 Merritt Parkway
Merritt Parkway, Beginning in Greenwich & running 38 miles to Stratford, Greenwich, 
Fairfield County, CT. HAER CONN,1-GREWI,2-. Survey a joint effort between HABS/
HAER, completed in 1993-1994. (http://www.loc.gov/pictures/item/ct0484/)
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.2 Cyclorama Building
The Gettysburg Cyclorama Building was erected as part of the National Park Service’s Mission 66 
initiative, proposed in 1958 and completed construction in 1962. Designed by Richard Neutra and 
Robert Alexander, the Cyclorama Building was one of the few high profile Mission 66 projects 
designed by a well-known private architectural firm. Hiring Neutra and Alexander, prominent 
architects of the Modernist style, reflected the popular 1950s embrace and belief in technology and 
progress. The project was the first purpose-built administration building and modern visitor center 
for the Gettysburg National Military Park and was a significant example of the visitor center as a 
type.1 Its large reinforced concrete rotunda characterized the building and was designed to house 
and display the 19th century cyclorama painting of Pickett’s Charge on July 3, 1863, painted by 
French artist Paul Dominique Philippoteaux. As the written historical and descriptive report for the 
HABS Cyclorama Building survey states, the Cyclorama Building “represented both the resolution 
of a long-standing need for a new purpose-built facility for the Cyclorama painting and the expand-
ing interpretive duties of the park staff.”2
Through the design and planning of the Cyclorama Building, the architects had a dominant hand 
in the public experience of the exhibit displays, including the cyclorama painting. Citing Neutra’s 
“Remarks About Gettysburg Museum Exhibits” in the HABS written report, he discussed the 
physiological impact of looking at a series of exhibits such as those chronologically planned for the 
Cyclorama Building:
 The directionalism can in its impact on the brain and the nervous system of the
person who walks, stands still and proceeds further while he is looking and
internally reverberating impressions just received, be greatly helped by the design
arrangements, inscriptions and lettering.. . . The architect endeavors to serve the
meticulous job of the historian who has ascertained all facts by advising on the
means of producing emotional and lasting memory retention in the visitor,
passing the exhibit series and taking with him a long lasting experience.3
Located three stories above the main ground floor where the public typically entered, visitors had 
to ascend on a central spiral ramp within the rotunda to reach the viewing area for the cyclorama 
painting. This prescriptively designed circulation path demonstrated how Neutra’s architecture 
could affect the user experience of the exhibits, inducing a physiological response in addition to 
the visual response of the architectural design.4 The interpretation and display of the cyclorama 
painting also relied on sound and lighting effects to dramatize the work, by which the painting was 
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gradually revealed through dim-to-bright lighting design and presentation, impacting the visitor’s 
visual and spatial chronological understanding of the painting.
Placement of the mid-century modern building of reinforced concrete, glass, and fieldstone in 
the landscape of Ziegler’s Grove in Gettysburg National Military Park was a contentious decision; 
ultimately, the desire to place a comprehensive visitors center as close as possible to the important 
site at the time was considered paramount to a successful educational experience. It was further 
believed by Neutra and the Mission 66 planners at the time that modern buildings could fade into 
the landscape as a backdrop to the historic landscape, which hindsight revealed was not necessarily 
the perceived outcome.5
In November 1999, the proposed General Management Plan for the battlefield park was approved, 
which included the demolition of the Cyclorama Building so that a recreated landscape of the 1863 
appearance of Ziegler’s Grove could be implemented, as well as to allow for new museum collec-
tion facilities. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in a controversial ruling from 1999 
supported the General Management Plan, acknowledging the sacrifice of one historic resource in 
support of another, contingent on the restoration of the cyclorama painting and improved condi-
tions for its display in a new facility.6 Even though the Cyclorama Building was deemed eligible for 
the National Register of Historic Places in 1998, its application submitted by the Society of Archi-
tectural Historians was rejected in 2000. As such, documentation of the building was completed by 
HABS in 2004 as part of the mitigation requirements for demolition of the National Register-eligi-
ble building. Demolition of the structure was completed in early 2013 while a new, quasi barn-like 
replacement visitors center designed by Cooper, Robertson & Partners was completed and open to 
the public in 2008 with the newly restored cyclorama painting on display.7
Data produced for the HABS Cyclorama Building survey:
Photo(s): 103 
Color Transparencies: 7 
Measured Drawing(s): 24 
Data Page(s): 77 
Photo Caption Page(s): 8
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.2.1 Cyclorama Building Case Study Methodology, Conclusions & Solution
The HABS survey of the Cyclorama Building produced a significant amount of physical documen-
tation of the important structure. The measured drawings included extensive details of the plans, 
sections, elevations and site survey work, with over a hundred photographs to supplement the 
graphic documentation. One drawing focusing on the circulation system inspired the development 
of this case study sequence of drawings. The original HABS drawing in question contains a series 
of building plans at each level, with diagrammatic arrows indicating flow of public circulation 
throughout the building including annotated written descriptions of the sequence. 
The Circulation Diagram drawing is extremely descriptive and critical to the understanding of the 
intention of the building’s purpose. It clearly indicates the circulation sequence through diagram-
matic arrows along the circulation path, with annotations describing the sites seen along the way. 
The opportunity that arises by choosing the Gettysburg Cyclorama Building as a case study is to 
represent, through interpretive drawing, a more dynamic and enriched description of the circu-
lation path focusing on the relationship of the sectional movement through the entire building 
and through the cinematic-like experience of the individual perception of the space as one moves 
through it. As Neutra himself wrote, the effect of the architecture on the exhibition sequence and 
of the physiological impression of the visitor was a significant feature in the design of the building. 
Describing these two aspects became the focus of the interpretive drawings. 
To begin the production of the Gettysburg case study drawings, I put into practice one of the major 
strategies discussed in Chapter 4: treating the digital file as an archeological site and subsequently 
extracting data from it. The digital AutoCAD (.dwg) files created and used in the 2004 HABS sur-
vey were applied as the base document for my own 3D digital modeling of the Cyclorama Building. 
1 Quite literally, I was able to import the plans, sections, and details previously drawn as vector 
graphics into a 3D modeling software, allowing the building to be extruded from it. This process 
in and of itself was an analysis of the building. The creation of the 3D object required the proper 
correlation between 2D drawings; lining up the floor plan of a wall with its respective section cut al-
lowed me to virtually reconstruct the now-demolished structure in algorithmic space, exposing me 
to an intimate awareness of the spatial quality of the Cyclorama Building without having to leave 
my computer desk. An additional aspect that came about through modeling was the verification 
of the accuracy of the original drawings. Their accuracy was not only vital to the production of an 
accurate 3D model, but through digitally modelling, the accuracy of the original source drawings 
were tested and verified without the expense of physical construction. The intent of using the 3D 
modelling method was to create an accurately measured digital model that could then be manipu-
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Figure 5.1: Existing Circulation Diagram drawing from the HABS Cyclorama Building survey. HABS PA-6709, sheet 3 of 24.
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lated infinitely to test different drawing typologies. The use of 3D modeling is standard procedure 
in the architecture program I attend at Columbia’s Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and 
Preservation, and as such this method of image creation is my standard method of working with 
architectural projects, providing me with the necessary skills to complete the task. 
With the 3D model, drawings of any scale of frame can be produced; i.e., the tight framing of an 
interior perspective of a room to an overall broad perspective section or axonometric of the entire 
building. The 3D model, digitally reproducing all elements of the physical building in a 1:1 scale, 
is an index of information that can then be edited in the production of the interpretive drawing. In 
the case of the Gettysburg Cyclorama, I heavily deployed the axonometric drawing akin to those 
commonly used in HAER survey work. The axon provides the three-dimensional spatial relation-
ship of building element to building element, and in this case I chose to highlight the floor path of 
the whole-building circulation, with the adjacent walls visible, so that the sectional movement of 
the patron vertically on the spiral ramp to the cyclorama painting and to the exterior roof lookout 
could be assessed in one curated view. The rotunda is exploded vertically and quarter-sectioned 
to reveal the details of the spiral ramp, and to highlight the 360 degree view the visitor experi-
ences once arriving at the 3rd floor viewing platform. Written annotation describes the circulation 
sequence in the same manner as the original HABS Circulation Diagram does, however in this ex-
ample the depth and complexity of the path can be discerned through the axonometric relationship 
of the building elements to the circulation path. 
Drawing 1: Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Exterior Axonometric
Drawing 2: Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Axonometric Circulation Drawing, First Floor
Drawing  3: Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Axonometric Circulation Drawing, Second Floor
Drawing 4: Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Interior Circulation Sequence

















































2ND FLOOR EXIT FROM CYCLORAMA
3RD FLOOR CYCLORAMA VIEWING PLATFORM
VIEW OF PANORAMA PAINTING FROM 3RD FLOOR PLATFORM
1ST FLOOR ENTRANCE FOR ASCENT TO CYCLORAMA






















EXPLODED AXON OF 2ND & 3RD FLOORS OF CYCLORAMA
CIRCULATION SEQUENCE
GETTYSBURG CYCLORAMA BUILDING







































5 1ST FLOOR EXHIBITION 1 ASCENT TO CYCLORAMA
2 ASCENT TO PANORAMA PLATFORM
3 PERSPECTIVE OF 3RD FLOOR CYCLORAMA
4 DECENT TO 2ND FLOOR BRIDGE
6 PERSPECTIVE VIEW OF WEST FACADE





Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Exterior Axonometric. 














































































Gettysburg Cyclorama Axonometric Circulation Drawing, First Floor. 






















































































































































































 Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Axonometric Circulation Drawing, Second Floor. 



























































































































































































































































































































Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Interior Circulation Sequence.
























































































































































































































 Gettysburg Cyclorama Building Exterior Facing South.












































































While the axonometric was explicitly used for its descriptive detailing, it is worth noting that this 
particular drawing was extracted from the digital model and refined in an extraordinarily more 
efficient amount of time than it would have taken if the drawing were produced through tradition-
al methods of drafting. The refined techniques of constructing an axonometric drawing without 
the aid of a model, though extremely valuable and analytical in its own right, were not required so 
strictly for the production of Drawing #1. Once the specific angle of the axonometric was estab-
lished, the software itself allowed for the manipulation of the “camera lens,” so to speak, creating the 
ideal view to be captured as a drawing. Vertical lines, at the click of a command, were made perfect-
ly parallel; panning around the software’s viewport allowed for me to curate exactly which view I 
thought would be the properly established angle for describing the circulation sequence. 
The last drawing in the sequence (Drawing #4), addresses the experiential views of the visitor in 
and around the building in the historic battlefield landscape. The axonometric view of the build-
ing is employed within the existing HABS Site Plan (HABS PA-6709 sheet 2 of 24) for contextual 
relationships between the scale of the building and the various exterior approaches and views to 
and from the building. The reveal of the interior circulation includes interior perspective views of 
the visitor circulating through the space in a cinematic approach. The interior perspectives are not 
measurable, but they were produced within the modeling software using a 24mm wide-angle lens 
to simulate a realistic depiction of the view.  Through combining different views of both the interior 
and exterior of the building, the drawing emphasizes the importance and careful design of how the 
visitor operates within and around the building, an important and significant aspect of the design 
as mentioned in the HABS written report but not revealed in drawing. The photographic collection 
in the survey excellently depicts the particular details and “lived-in” condition of the interior and 
exterior of the building at the time of documentation, but they are presented only as an index of 
reference. 
Drawing #4 threads together the whole building circulation sequence as a series of chronological 
perspective views in an effort to use a specific drawing language, the perspective, as a descriptor 
of experience and not just as tectonic articulation (i.e. a different language than the plan, section, 
or elevation).  The perspective views, in conjunction with the measurable axonometric of the 
whole building, also provide a broadly understood and recognizable depiction of space that can be 
understood by both specialists (heritage professionals) and non-specialists (the public). While not 
replacing the value and use of intensely and meticulously accurate HABS utilitarian architectural 
drawings, the perspective drawing as signifier of personal experience supplements the overall un-










Consequently, through the use of 3D digital modeling, the legacy of the digital artifact becomes 
more valuable in the case of the Gettysburg Cyclorama Building. Since the real building has been 
demolished, the digital manifestation of it, in parallel with the other documentation mediums, 
becomes the re-incarnated identity of the perished building. The use, then, of the 3D digital model 
when the physical structure has been destroyed, can be critical in further digestion and interpreta-
tion of the heritage subject. Whether it is through the production of static 2D drawings, 3D inter-
active online models, or even 3D printed models, the Cyclorama Building as a digital 3D model can 
be continuously observed and viable for future use.
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•	 Reference of multiple files
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.3 Ellis Island Contageous Disease Hospital Measles Ward A
Measles Ward A is part of the Contagious Disease Hospital complex on Ellis Island in New York 
City. As one of eight identical measles pavilions, it was built between 1907-1908 to address the 
needs of sick immigrants arriving at Ellis Island and to contain and treat them on the island to 
prevent the spread of disease throughout the city. In later years the function of the hospitals at Ellis 
Island (run by the U.S. Public Health Service, or USPHS) expanded beyond the care of immigrants 
to that of detainees, merchant seaman, service members and local citizens qualified for government 
care.1 Measles Ward A and the rest of the Contagious Disease Hospital at Ellis Island were a devel-
oped example of the pavilion plan hospital, the favored hospital form in both Europe and the Unit-
ed States in the 19th century. Self-contained ward pavilions were arranged for maximum ventilation 
and light, connected to the administration and staff quarters by covered corridors. Each pavilion 
floor was designed to be a spacious open ward with large windows on three sides and independent 
ventilation ducts.2 This enabled the segregation of air between the wards and administrative areas to 
prevent the spread of disease. 
The Contagious Disease Hospital was designed by James Knox Taylor, the Supervising Architect 
of the Treasury, which was responsible for the design of federal facilities. It was designed in the 
style of the Georgian Revival as was popular type in the early 20th century.3 The early stages of the 
design process included collaboration between immigration officials, public health surgeons, and 
federal engineers and architects, reflecting the desire to promote quality care through responsive 
hospital architecture. The pavilion hospital plan, emphasizing access to fresh air and sanitary con-
ditions, explicitly drove the design of the wards and their organization through this pavilion plan. 
Cross-ventilation was key, determining the placement of parallel rectangular wards attached at one 
end via corridor, while an independent ventilation system for the wards separated the ward from 
contaminating the corridor. The details of ventilation and finishes were debated in the medical and 
architectural professions, but the free-standing or semi-attached pavilion wards dominated hospital 
design from the Civil War to just after the completion of the Contagious Disease Hospital.4 
In Measles Ward A, air was circulated through ducts, ventilation grills, and fresh air intakes 
underneath the limestone windowsills along the three walls of the ward. The vents on both floors 
of the ward circulated air vertically through ducts in the walls and attic to its discharge through a 
large round copper ventilator at the roof ridge above the administration area.5 The large, uniform 
windows on the three walls of the wards provide for extensive natural light; the ward was built with 
electrical service, but the prevailing medical ideas about light and air still emphasized access to 
natural light. 
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Figure 5.2: East Elevation of Ellis Island Measles Ward A. HABS NY-6086, sheet 6 of 8. 2010.
The USPHS vacated the hospital facilities in 1951 and in 1954 the Ellis Island U.S. Immigration Sta-
tion ceased operation. The complex was made part of the Statue of Liberty National Monument in 
1965. As indicated in the HABS written report, “Measles Ward A remains as one of the most intact 
examples of an original pavilion ward, with few alterations and many surviving original features.” 
The HABS survey of Measles Ward A was implemented in 2010.
Data Produced for the HABS Ellis Island Measles Ward A Survey:
Photo(s): 12 
Measured Drawing(s): 8 
Data Page(s): 41 
Photo Caption Page(s): 1
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The HABS survey produced for Ellis Island Measles Ward A is part of a larger survey project of the 
Contagious Disease Hospital complex. With 8 measured drawings and 12 photos, the graphic infor-
mation successfully conveys the tectonics and organization of the building, but there are no draw-
ings explicitly depicting the mechanical and natural ventilation system in the building. The goal for 
this case study then is to describe through drawing the importance and details of the mechanical 
and ventilation systems of the ward as well as access to natural light.
As with the Cyclorama Building, I digitally 3D modeled Measles Ward A, using the original CAD 
files used in the production of the HABS survey drawings as the base file from which to work.1 For 
the same reasons stated previously for the Cyclorama Building, creating the 3D model gave me a 
canvas of workable data, allowing me to spin, zoom, and decipher how and what type of drawings 
to produce. Ultimately, I chose again the axonometric view for its measurability and descriptive 
qualities, to describe the building mass in relationship to its mechanical ventilation system.  The 
duct placement within the model and as described in Drawing #5 was determined from a combi-
nation of the written data, indications within the plan drawings, and from photographs of the attic 
given to me by HABS historian and project historian of the Measles Ward A survey, Lisa Davidson. 
The advantage of using the axonometric drawing in the case of Measles Ward A is that the mechan-
ics of an axonometric are particularly friendly for orthogonal shapes such as the pavilion hospital 
plan. Not only can the confines of the building be easily articulated, when the mechanical ductwork 
is isolated and placed on top of the building mass, the purpose and function of the architectural 
form can be clearly conveyed.  Arrows indicating the fresh air intake below the sills of the windows, 
in the axonometric view, suggest the cross-ventilation from one side of the building to the other; 
the placement of the ventilation ducts at both long ends of the ward area literally frame the ward’s 
isolation from the connected service area. In this particular case study using Measles Ward A, the 
careful and curated interpretive drawing that may at the outset merely be just a description of the 
building’s mechanical systems, when depicted in a typology like the axonometric, can simultane-
ously act as the amalgamation of the building design strategies, articulations of the constructed 
built form, and the historical (and contextual) ideology as read through spatial relationships, such 
as the relationship between ventilation and space planning. Recognizing this relationship of build-
ing infrastructure to its significant features will become more important as buildings from the mid 
20th century and later become more commonly documented, where infrastructure and design can 
be one in the same. 
.3.1 Ellis Island Measles Ward A Methodology, Conclusions & Solution
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AXON
LAYERS ON & OFF
3D + 2D
132
The second approach to analysis for Measles Ward A was to produce a series of drawings depicting 
how daylight floods the interior ward throughout a given day. In an effort to provide a typical exam-
ple, a daylighting study was done for both June 21st (during Daylight Savings) and December 21st, 
recording the hours of 7am, 9am, 11am, 1pm, 3pm, 5pm, and 7pm. Recording how light accesses 
the interior space through the large windows of the ward reflects the importance of the window 
design and placement for the pavilion hospital plan. As access to fresh air was considered crucial 
in germ contagion theory, so too was access to natural light. The planning of the independent ward 
of a pavilion plan hospital allowed for natural light penetration on three sides of the structure, 
with courtyards separating each ward projected from the main services corridor of the Contagious 
Disease Hospital. The unified repetition of the same large two-sash, four light window around the 
perimeter of the hospital ward guaranteed equal access to light on both the first and second floors; 
the Daylighting studies down for Measles Ward A confirms how daylight would typically fill the 
ward.
Drawings 6 & 7 were generated by the use of a rendering software, AutoDesk’s 3ds Max, which 
placed the digital model in the exact geographical coordinates of the real physical site, while also 
simulating the sun path for a given time period in that geographical location. Specifics like time of 
day were easily and quickly set and a resulting image, or render, was produced of the determined 
effects.2 The time period for the renders, or 2D raster images, produced for Drawings 6 & 7 were 
determined by the quality of image desired; because of the requirement for reproduction and 
clarity, the render engine was set to produce a higher quality image (set at a resolution of 4500 x 
5000 pixels; a High Definition (HD) resolution is typically set at 1920 x 1080 pixels for comparison) 
and took roughly 8 minutes per image to render. The ability to quickly and efficiently calculate a 
complex graphic image such as how light fills an architectural space is made exceptionally straight-
forward through the use of rendering software, by which complex light and shadow computations 
are streamlined as part of the basic applications of the software. To render on paper by hand the 
same lighting effects might easily be an all-consuming task, heavily relying on the scientific skillset 
of the renderer. Using the digital software supplies the renderer with the accurate data, freeing the 
renderer to use his or her scholarly judgment on curating the composition and successful depiction 




Drawings 6 & 7 were generated by the use of a rendering software, AutoDesk’s 3ds Max, which 
placed the digital model in the exact geographical coordinates of the real physical site, while also 
simulating the sun path for a given time period in that geographical location. Specifics like time of 
day were easily and quickly set and a resulting image, or render, was produced of the determined 
effects.2 The time period for the renders, or 2D raster images, produced for Drawings 6 & 7 were 
determined by the quality of image desired; because of the requirement for reproduction and 
clarity, the render engine was set to produce a higher quality image (set at a resolution of 4500 x 
5000 pixels; a High Definition (HD) resolution is typically set at 1920 x 1080 pixels for comparison) 
and took roughly 8 minutes per image to render. The ability to quickly and efficiently calculate a 
complex graphic image such as how light fills an architectural space is made exceptionally straight-
forward through the use of rendering software, by which complex light and shadow computations 
are streamlined as part of the basic applications of the software. To render on paper by hand the 
same lighting effects might easily be an all-consuming task, heavily relying on the scientific skillset 
of the renderer. Using the digital software supplies the renderer with the accurate data, freeing the 
renderer to use his or her scholarly judgment on curating the composition and successful depiction 
of the scene, rather than spending the time calculating the effects of solar path data. The rendering 
software produces an efficient, accurate result and catapults the ability to represent existing condi-
tions within a space beyond what was for a typical HABS survey in the pre-digital age. Emphasis 
on the ethereal and intangible aspects of a heritage subject can be as equally valuable in how the 
building is understood and what its significance and historical contributions might be. In the case 
of Ellis Island Measles Ward A, access to light and air were the primary drivers of the pavilion plan 
design. Graphically emphasizing this relationship in the measured drawing set immediately calls at-
tention to that fact, while also providing the user a tangible account and experience of light within 
the space. 
Drawing 6: Ventilation & The Pavilion Plan Axonometric. Ellis Island Measles Ward A. 
Drawing 7: Ventilation & The Pavilion Plan Axonometric. Ellis Island Measles Ward A. 
Drawing 8: Ventilation & The Pavilion Plan Axonometric. Ellis Island Measles Ward A. 
.3.1
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 Ventilation & The Pavilion Plan Axonometric. Ellis Island Measles Ward A. 




































































































































































































































































































































 Daylight Access on June 21st, Second Floor Ward.








































































































































































































































































































Daylight Access on December 21st, Second Floor Ward.

























































































































































































































































































.4 The Merritt Parkway, CT.
An extensive survey conducted jointly by HABS and HAER in 1992 documented the extent of the 
Merritt Parkway in Connecticut, one of the first American roads to combine the aesthetics of scenic 
and recreational parkways with the efficiency of high-speed motorways. The Parkway was also the 
first divided-lane, limited access highway in Connecticut and represents a significant development 
in the evolution of American highway design.1 The Parkway includes a collection of nearly fifty 
rigid-frame bridges, the design of which reflected the aesthetic of commercial architectural trends 
of the 1930s as well as introducing Art Deco and Art Moderne styles to the scenery and context of 
a parkway.2 Landscape design as it relates to the motor experience was also an important contribu-
tion to highway design by the Merritt Parkway, where a progression of changing vistas is archieved 
by planting native trees, shrubs, and ground coverings “in a contrived-but-naturalistic” manner.3 
The extensive HABS/HAER survey undertaken for the Parkway included a primary survey (HAER 
CT-63) which supplied the overview and index information for the entire 38-mile span of road, and 
was supplemented by 80 smaller surveys (consisting of a written report and set of photographs), for 
each individual bridge and structure associated with the Parkway. 
Data Produced for the Merritt Parkway Survey (HAER CT-63):
Photo(s): 119 
Measured Drawing(s): 21 
Data Page(s): 160 
Photo Caption Page(s): 8
Additional Associated Surveys: 80
143
Figure 5.2: One of many drawings cataloging the bridges of the Merritt Parkway. HAER CT-63, sheet 5 of 21.
144
.4.1 The Merritt Parkway Methodology, Conclusions & Solution
The Merritt Parkway was chosen as a case study so that an experiment could be conducted involv-
ing the creation of an interpretive drawing or graphic representation that describes and traces data 
management within such an expansive survey. Here, “data” is referencing the written, drawn and 
photographic sets of information within the “master” Merritt Parkway HAER CT-63 survey, but 
also includes the relationship of the additional 80 surveys associated with the Parkway. The ratio-
nale behind this study was twofold: to suggest that the use of an interpretive drawing to describe 
administrative information of the survey could be useful for accessing and comprehending the in-
formation within the survey, and secondly to provide a potential work flow for managing extensive 
data.
To narrow down such an expansive survey such as the Merritt Parkway, for the purposes of this case 
study, I have specifically focused on the more than 50 bridges designed and built for the Parkway. 
The goal for the study was to connect the content of each bridge’s individual survey to the larger 
context of or position within the Parkway’s timeline of construction. In doing so, the goal is to 
convey multiple layers of information within a single drawing, with the explicit purpose of data 
management within the survey(s).
The expansive written data report for the master Merritt Parkway survey includes an appendix 
that describes the timeline for construction phases from beginning to end, 1934 to 1942. Phase II 
of construction consisted of the bridges, and the appendix includes each bridge’s dates of comple-
tion, independent HAER survey number, Connecticut Department of Transportation identifica-
tion number, and cost of construction if available.4 This timeline of bridge completion is the base 
foundation for how my study is implemented. I parsed out the information in this appendix into 
a spreadsheet, listing each name of the bridge, what year it was completed, its HAER independent 
survey number, and the content of that survey via number of pages in the written report and num-
ber of photographs within the survey.
To synthesize this data, I created a generative algorithm using the visual programming tool known 
as Grasshopper, a plug-in for the 3D modeling software Rhinoceros.5 The algorithms produced by 
Grasshopper, or “definitions” as they are called, are parametric in that they produce a framework 
of commands that can be manipulated when the given parameters, like numerical values, vector 
information, or 3D geometries, are modified. In this instance, I created my definition for this study 
to produce an output that is identifiable as vector graphics for a drawing.
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As Drawing #6 indicates, each circle graph is associated with a year of construction that is further 
divided by the number of bridges associated with that year. Each bridge wedge is additionally 
divided by the number of report pages (indicated by solid lines) and the number of photographs 
(indicated by dashed lines) included in its independent HAER survey. The algorithm I created that 
generated this drawing references the data I collected in the spreadsheet of bridge information, by 
which the text of the bridge’s name and the numerical values associated with the report and photo-
graphic set influence the parameters of the circular vectors in the drawing.
Drawing #6 accomplished two objectives: to display data graphically and to create relationships 
across multiple HABS/HAER surveys on a single subject (the Merritt Parkway). For instance, with-
in a given year the graphic representation of the amount of documentation data associated with a 
bridge is immediately telling of the character of the bridge; in some way, the more documentation a 
bridge has, the more significant it was deemed. This significance is alluded to in the master Merritt 
Parkway written report, but Drawing #6 provides an efficient and direct understanding of impor-
tance through the graphic representation of documentation quantities. What might have taken a 
large amount of time to discern through reading is easily identified in seconds through Drawing 
#6. Additionally, by using the timeline of bridge completion as the foundational organization of the 
drawing, this drawing calls out the evolution and transformation of the Parkway in a graphic way 
that was not easily perceptible in the original survey’s drawings.
The advantage of using a digital tool like a generative algorithm is that the output, like most any 
other of the previously mentioned digital tools, can be infinite. In the definition I created for the 
Merritt Parkway, by simply changing the information of the referenced spreadsheet alone would 
dynamically and immediately update the graphics to reflect that information accordingly. The 
structure of the circular graphics is, after all, only a framework of vectors that is defined by the 
annotation of the drawing; a photograph or a digital 3D model could instead be the input that 
defines the meaning of the vectors. The nature of the Grasshopper definition also allows for the 
easy modification of commands; meaning, instead of vector arcs generated like those in Drawing 
#6, in their place could easily be straight lines, scaled rectangles, or three-dimensional objects. The 
definition is a workflow that could be applied to many different types of projects and applications in 
future large-scale survey use.
14
.4.1







•	 Relevant dates as a time-
line
•	 Contextual information 
in the form of survey doc-
umentation data for each 
bridge
•	 Analytical computation
•	 Organization of numerical 
data as a spreadsheet
•	 Archive and administra-
tion of data, or data man-
agement as graphic form
Drawing 9: Merritt Parkway Timeline of Bridge Completion and Related HAER Survey Data 
(Version 1)
Drawing 10: Merritt Parkway Timeline of Bridge Completion and Related HAER Survey Data 
(Version 2)
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Name HAER# Total Data Pg # Total Photo #
Stanwich Rd Bridge, Greenwich HAER# CT-72 7 5
Sport Hill Rd/Rte 59 Bridge, Fairfield HAER# CT-55 11 17
High Ridge Rd/Rte 137 Bridge, Stamford HAER# CT-79 7 2
North St Bridge, Greenwich HAER# CT-70 7 2
Taconic Rd Bridge, Greenwich HAER# CT-71 7 2
Ponus Ridge Rd Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-81 7 2
Newfield Ave Bridge, Stamford HAER# CT-80 6 3
Riverbank Rd Bridge, Stamford HAER# CT-75 7 2
Guinea Rd Bridge, Stamford HAER# CT-73 6 4
Mianus River (culvert), Stamford HAER# CT-74 6 0
South Ave/Rte 124 Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-84 7 4
Metro North Railroad Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-83 7 3
Lapham Ave Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-38 9 16
White Oak Shade Rd Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-85 8 6
Marvin Ridge Road Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-86 7 2
Metro North Railroad/Winnipauk Railroad Bridge, Norwalk HAER# CT-91 6 1
Norwalk River Bridge, Norwalk HAER# CT-92 6 1
Main St/Rte 7 Bridge, Norwalk HAER# CT-93 7 2
New Canaan Rd/Rte 123 Bridge, New Canaan HAER# CT-87 7 3




Merritt Parkway Timeline of Bridge Completion and Related HAER Survey Data 
(Version 1)
























































































# PHOTOGRAPHS# DATA PAGES
1 2 3 4 n 1 2 n
Pumpkin Brook (culvert), Stratford
Main St/Rte 110 (formerly Rte 8) Bridge, Stratford
James Farm Rd Bridge, Stratford
Cutspring Rd Bridge, Stratford
Nichols-Shelton Rd Bridge, Stratford
Cricker Brook (culvert), Fairfield
Guinea Rd Bridge, Stamford
Mianus River (culvert), Stamford
South Ave/Rte 124 Bridge, New Canaan
Metro North Railroad Bridge, New Canaan
Lapham Ave Bridge, New Canaan
White Oak Shade Rd Bridge, New Canaan
Marvin Ridge Road Bridge, New Canaan
Metro North Railroad/Winnipauk Railroad Bridge, Norwalk
Norwalk River Bridge, Norwalk
Main St/Rte 7 Bridge, Norwalk
New Canaan Rd/Rte 123 Bridge, New Canaan
Wire Mill Rd Bridge, Stamford
Chestnut Hill Rd/Rte 53 Bridge, Norwalk
Comstock Hill Rd Bridge, Norwalk
West Rocks Rd Bridge, Norwalk
East Rocks Rd Bridge, Norwalk
Grumman Ave Bridge, Norwalk
Black Rock Turnpike/ Rte 58 Bridge, Fairfield
Wilton Rd/Rte 33 Bridge, Westport






Easton Rd/Rte 136 Bridge, Westport
Unity Rd (formerly Trumbull Ave) Bridge, Trumbull
Lake Ave Bridge, Greenwich
Huntington Turnpike/Rte 108 Bridge, Trumbull
Park Ave Bridge, Fairfield
Hillside Rd Bridge, Fairfield
Merwins Lane Bridge, Fairfield
Huntington Rd Bridge, Stratford
Mill River Bridge, Fairfield
Clinton Ave/North Clinton Ave Bridge, Westport
Reservoir Rd Bridge, Trumbull
Madison Ave Bridge, Trumbull
Cross Highway Bridge, Westport-Fairfield
Congress St Bridge, Fairfield
Saugatuck River Bridge, Westport
Silvermine Ave Bridge, Norwalk
Silvermine River Bridge, Norwalk
North Ave Bridge, Westport
Redding Rd Bridge, Fairfield
Old Stamford Rd/Rte 106  Bridge, New Canaan
Bayberry Lane Bridge, Westport
Newtown Avenue/Turnpike Bridge, Westport
Burr St Bridge, Fairfield
Morehouse Highway Bridge, Fairfield
Riverbank Rd Bridge, Stamford
Newfield Ave Bridge, Stamford
Ponus Ridge Rd Bridge, New Canaan
Taconic Rd Bridge, Greenwich
North St Bridge, Greenwich
High Ridge Rd/Rte 137 Bridge, Stamford
Sport Hill Rd/Rte 59 Bridge, Fairfield
Stanwich Rd Bridge, Greenwich
Perry Ave Bridge, Norwalk
Long Ridge Rd/ Rte 104 Bridge, Stamford
Rippowam River Bridge, Stamford
Rocky Hill Rd Bridge, Trumbull
Pequonock River Bridge, Trumbull
Round Hill Rd Bridge, Greenwich
East Branch Byram River Bridge, Greenwich
Riversville Road Bridge, Greenwich
Plattsville Rd (formerly Chestnut Hill Rd) Bridge, Trumbull
Frenchtown Rd Bridge, Trumbull
West Branch Byram River Bridge, Greenwich
White Plains Rd/Rte 127 Bridge, Trumbull
TIMELINE OF BRIDGE COMPLETION & RELATED HAER SURVEY DATA
YEAR AND BRIDGE INFORMATION TAKEN FROM SURVEY HAER CT-63, 
WRITTEN DATA RECORD, APPENDIX A: MERRITT PARKWAY 
CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTS.
EACH LINE OF THE BAR GRAPHIC RELATES TO THE NUMBER OF 
WRITTEN DATA PAGES AND PHOTOGRAPHS OF A SINGLE, 
INDEPENDENT HAER SURVEY OF A BRIDGE IN THE MERRITT PARKWAY. 
EACH BRIDGE ASSOCIATED WITH ITS RESPECTIVE YEAR INDICATES ITS 
DATE OF COMPLETION.
THIS DRAWING WAS CREATED USING GENERATIVE ALGORITHMS. EACH 
CIRCULAR GRAPHIC AND ITS DEPENDENCIES WERE GENERATED 










Merritt Parkway Timeline of Bridge Completion and Related HAER Survey Data 
(Version 2)





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Through investigating three different and unique case studies, several conclusions can be drawn, 
particularly in relation to how digital tools facilitate interpretative drawing production. Primarily, 
the digital file is akin to an archeological site, or a digital amalgam of information that can produce 
an infinite amount of variables in the form of interpretive drawings as per the objectives of the 
interpreter. Digital tools are assets for information management as well as facilitators for producing 
graphics that could not as easily be rendered by hand. The combination of ability plus the opportu-
nity to return to a file and mine it further for information is a critical development in how contem-
porary documentation practice has evolved. 
The case study investigations also highlight the limitations of two-dimensional drawings when 
compared to the exciting and dynamic possibilities of the digital files from which the drawings are 
created. The attractive features of digital media, such as animations, 3D printing, and the ability for 
the file to be interactive, render the 2D drawing as somewhat restricted because of its static quali-
ties. The limitations in size and the medium of lines on paper require that the drawing produced is 
legible and accessible; therefore, the amount of layers of information within a drawing needs to be 
curated by a professional in order to achieve the desired successful expression of information. The 
digital file, by comparison, has a different set of limitations, such as archival stability and the some-
times-specialized skill required for use. Yet these limitations in the cultural moment of the early 21st 
century seem likely to be short lived as globalization and technological development increasingly 
acclimate the public and professional world to a more intimate relationship with digital technology. 
Even as this digital evolution (and revolution) continues into the future, the undeniable value of the 
intensive methodological documentation via measured drawings supported by HABS, HAER and 
HALS, continues to appreciate exponentially and educate the public about the United States’ varied 
and exceptional historic resources. 
. Final Thoughts
13
The Heritage Documentation Programs have a tradition of encouraging and evolving methods of 
documentation production, and the methods described in the creation of the three case studies 
continues that trajectory. The ability for these digital tools to both manage project data and enable 
the creation of dynamic and parametric graphics facilitates a more sophisticated understanding of 
cultural value in any given project. Old methods of graphic expression, such as the axonometric, are 
enhanced by the new ability to efficiently and economically turn on and off layers of information 
in a digital file to produce, in a matter of minutes, a vigorous study of different interpretations of 
data (the Gettysburg Cyclorama Building and Ellis Island Measles Ward A, for instance). Taking 
advantage of computational algorithms to process complex data frees the professional to focus 
on the consequences and values of scholarly interpretation. Digital tools blend the effectiveness 
and proven value of measured, expertly delineated drawings, with the dynamic ability to produce 
infinite amount of drawing iterations that further express a structure’s cultural value. As evidenced 
by the evolution of documentation practice described in this thesis, the possibilities available for 
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